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Social responsibilities, political partici-
pation and socio-political inclusion are 
themes of major importance in debates of 
social policy. How are society and socio-
political life organized? What are the 
historical roots of the way of organizing 
societies and social security that are still 
important for how we organize social 
life today? What is actually the major 
concern of social policy? What is social 
policy concerned? The present research is 
investigating relevant discourses in order 
to find a systematic answer. Social policy 
is a strategic way of organizing social and 
socio-political life. Social policy is both, 
a discipline and social practice. Thus, in 
this reflexive role, it is concerned with 
both, social organization and the ways of 
knowing about social and socio-political 
life and society.
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Dissertation 
ABSTRACT 
Social policy has a strategic role for organizing societal living and practices. The emer-
gence of modern social policy is connected with social and societal changes in the turn of 
the 20th century. Thus, research focused on social policy of that period will give infor-
mation not only about the history of social policy but also about issues that play a role in 
current social policy and debates on socio-political life. 
The research was in quest of discourses of social policy. The work explored dis-
courses concerned themes about topics around various problems and aimed on concep-
tualizing these issues. The research was orientated on theory development, focusing 
especially on literature, in which had been based on approaching core text of these social 
policy debates in a source-critical way and allowed a systematic discourse analysis. The 
exploration focused on the turn of the 20th century, looking especially on social and soci-
etal changes in Finland. However, it analyzed these changes in relevant context, mostly 
general European developments. 
The main themes of modern social policy are industrialization, social security, the 
emergence of civil society and modern ideas of the state. Problematizing the main 
themes opens views on key questions of social policy and its emergence with new mean-
ings in the context of modernity. The key questions of social policy within modernity are 
work and the shifts away from previously typical ways of working, social responsibili-
ties and social security as well as social, political and socio-political participation, mem-
bership and agency. Three major discourses of modern social policy – i.e. the ways of 
knowing and organizing social life – are production, reproduction and citizenship (as 
the category of socio-political membership). They are forming the strategic frames of the 
ideas and practices of modern social policy. They are key points of the conceptual under-
standing and practical organization social and societal life. 
The research discussed especially the role of reproduction: reproduction has been 
analyzed as the conceptual and practical source of understanding social policy beside 
production. This is theoretically linked to the aim of opening the question of two view-
points concerned the emergence of social policy. Novel research themes will be opened, 
for example, with problematizing the major discourses and their relation matters. 
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Väitöskirja 
TIIVISTELMÄ  
Sosiaalipolitiikalla on keskeinen merkitys yhteiskunnan ja sen käytänteiden organisoi-
misessa. Nykymerkityksisen sosiaalipolitiikan muotoutuminen käynnistyi osana yhteis-
kunnallisia muutoksia 1800–1900-luvun taitteessa. Näkökulmallisesti 1800–1900-luvun 
taitteeseen keskitetty tutkimus sosiaalipolitiikasta kertoo paitsi sosiaalipolitiikan histori-
allisista juurista, niin myös siitä keskeisestä tematiikasta josta sosiaalipolitiikassa nyky-
päivänäkin on kysymys. 
Tutkimuksessa etsittiin modernin sosiaalipolitiikan diskursseja. Niitä etsittiin ja 
tarkasteltiin problematisoimalla löydettyjä sosiaalipolitiikan avainteemoja ja -
kysymyksiä. Tutkimusotteeltaan teoreettinen tarkastelu rajautui ajallisesti 1800–1900-
luvun taitteeseen eli nykymerkityksisen sosiaalipolitiikan muotoutumisen juurille; tar-
kastelu on sidottu erityisesti Suomen yhteiskunnalliseen kehitykseen olennaisissa eu-
rooppalaisissa yhteyksissään. Metodologisesti tutkimus on kirjallisuustutkimus, jossa 
käytettiin erityisesti kirjallisuuskatsauksen ja käsiteanalyyttisen otteen metodeja sekä 
diskursiivisesti analysoivaa lukemista. 
Modernin sosiaalipolitiikan keskeiset teemat ovat teollistuminen, sosiaalinen tur-
vallisuus sekä valtioajattelu ja kansalaisyhteiskunnan synty. Avainteemojen problemati-
sointi avaa näkökulman nykymerkityksisen sosiaalipolitiikan ja sen muotoutumisen 
keskeisiin kysymyksiin. Näitä keskeisiä kysymyksiä ovat työ ja työn muutos, sosiaali-
turva ja sosiaaliset vastuut sekä sosiaalinen ja poliittinen osallisuus ja toiminta. Sosiaali-
politiikan kolme keskeistä diskurssia, eli tapoja tietää ja jäsentää sosiaalista todellisuutta, 
ovat tuotanto (produktio), uusintaminen (reproduktio) ja kansalaisuus (sosio-poliittisena 
jäsenyyskategoriana). Nämä muodostavat modernin sosiaalipolitiikan ideoiden ja käy-
täntöjen keskeisen käsitekehikon. Ne ovat keskeinen osa modernin sosiaalisen ja yhteis-
kunnallisen elämänmenon käsitteellistä jäsentämistä ja käytännöllistä järjestämistä. 
Tutkimus jäsentää nykymerkityksisen sosiaalipolitiikan teemoja, kysymyksiä ja 
diskursseja, jotka ovat keskeisiä nyky-yhteiskunnan ja sen käytänteiden ymmärtämisek-
si. Se käy keskustelua tuotannon, uusintamisen ja kansalaisuuden käsitteellisistä kysy-
myksistä ja yhteiskunnallisista käytännöistä sekä näiden problematiikasta. Lisäksi tut-
kimuksessa valotetaan uusintamisen merkitystä sosiaalipolitiikan käsitteellisen ja käy-
tännöllisen ymmärryksen rakentajana sekä sosiaalipoliittisten muutosten tekijänä. Sosi-
aalipolitiikan keskeisistä diskursseista – tuotannosta, uusintamisesta ja kansalaisuudesta 
sosio-poliittisena jäsenyyskategoriana – avautuu uusia (jatko)tutkimusaiheita ja -
mahdollisuuksia. 
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1 Introduction 
1.1 SOCIAL POLICY AS THE RESEARCH SUBJECT 
Social policy in transition – Topical discussions and this research 
Social policy has a strategic role concerned organizing societal life and practice. 
The emergence of social policy with its modern meanings is connected with 
societal changes that emerged in European societies especially in the second 
half of the 19th century. Industrialism was one of the most distinctive changes. 
Contemporary changes affected also the state and the emergence of civil society. 
Taking together this meant the formation of a novel social and political culture. 
The roots and routes of modern social policy have to be seen in the framework 
of these changes. 
One of the matters of today’s social and political discussions is concerned 
with citizenship. As such it is, actually, reflecting the more general problems of 
how social, political and socio-political belonging, membership and inclusion 
are meaningfully defined. Cosmopolitan citizenship is one of the concepts aim-
ing on explaining social belonging and the ways in which it is constructed and 
maintained in a socially, economically and politically changing world. Howev-
er, fundamentally the way of defining inclusion is the same as it had been in the 
era of nation-state based social, political and socio-political inclusion. (Kymlicka 
2002, 312–315.) The terms and concepts of discussions today are very much 
taken from those contexts and frameworks that stood at the emergence of the 
modern and industrialized society. 
Thus, the following questions are not minor: How are social and socio-
political membership and inclusion constructed and which terms are used to 
define membership and socio-political belonging? This is even more true as in 
the European welfare states social rights are typically based on state defined 
citizenship, i.e. citizenship is viewed as the basic node for socio-political inclu-
sion and responsibilities in the 20th century. However, what will be the roots 
and routes towards that kind of circumstances? Contributing to the clarification 
of this problematique is one of the main aims of the present study. 
Citizenship is also very topical matter in current social and political dis-
cussions. Previously typical locations and institutions for policy making are in 
transition: the polity is not limited to the context of nation states but in many 
ways and by diverse networks geared towards sub- and supra-state contexts. At 
present, politics are defined by referring to the state but as well by local and 
global references. Thus, citizenship as the basic category of defining socio-
political inclusion and membership in the state – as it had been typical in the 
  
20th century – becoming in many ways problematic. New ideas are searched for 
to allow adequately understanding the new developments.  
Social security is one of the key issues in current European social and polit-
ical debates. It concerns also the question of social belonging which is typically 
viewed from citizenship as point of reference. Welfare systems are ‘inconceiva-
ble to think - - without including social security’, as Meehan (1993, 66) crystal-
lizes. However, even now under the condition of European states and welfare 
systems facing major changes, the contextual, historical and conceptual under-
standing of social and political life of the citizens is required. Social policy, as 
key matter of organizing social and political life concerns questions of work, 
social security and care as well as political and socio-political participation and 
belonging. Thus, the envisaged questions are very much pressing at the current 
stage of development. Thus discussion – and research – are urgently needed. 
Welfare as fundamental right of the European understanding of citizenship 
is concerned with social rights and political participation. The ability to claim 
and realize political and civil rights is unequal if distribution and allocation of 
resources are not fair. (Meehan 1993, 81.) Rauhala (1996, 9) defines that social 
security and for its provision have three functions. They are: (1) producing so-
cial rights (right of social security, for example), (2) defining and regulating 
social needs and (3) setting normative frames for social and societal living and 
control – and by doing so, defining and (re)constructing – deviance. Social ser-
vices have become part of organizing social and societal life in industrialized 
countries during the 20th century. They are a way of organizing gender relations 
in modern, industrialized societies. Structural changes concerned the (social) 
division of work and shifts in labour market can be connected with demand for 
welfare services and their emergence. (Rauhala 1996, 9–15, 22, 31–34, 85.) 
The organization of social security is an expression of social and political 
ideas around social responsibilities and reflection of the worldview and views 
on human being underlaying the understanding of industrial modernism. Care 
is a matter of social responsibilities and social security. As such it had been fre-
quently problematized in respect of different socio-political situations and with-
in different contexts. It is also widely discussed, whose responsibility care is. 
(See more about discussions, for ex. Anttonen 1989, 37, 101; Rauhala 1996, 11, 
14, 85–86.) Who cares about care? Is care matter of public discussion and rights 
or is it defined as being limited to domestic, private spheres, usually provided 
by women as typically unpaid work? 
In which way ever, social policy is in one way or another part of everyone’s 
life. Thus, discussion about themes of social policy, and the aims and motiva-
tions of different actors is needed. Actually, these reflections are part of a wider 
worldview. According to Heiskala (2002, 353–354), social policy concerns both 
the differences of worldviews and the conflicts of interests and corporeal goods. 
Social policy can be described, for example, as the sector of politics or a way of 
realizing policies. It can be approached as mechanism of implementating socie-
12
  
 
tal redistribution. It can be viewed as being concerned with rights and legal 
provisions or as a matter of different regimes or it can be explored by consider-
ing it as mechanism that contextualizes social questions. (Deacon 2007, on the 
welfare regimes, Bäckman & Stenman 2004, 11–21, passim). The viewpoint that 
looks at social policy as matter of ‘social questions’ is referring to the fact that 
different themes, issues and matters are brought into social and political discus-
sion reflecting different viewpoints, ideological and political perspectives. The-
se ‘social questions’ are reflected by the use of different expressions (parlance 
and agency). Social questions are reflecting political and socio-political situa-
tions in the specifically given spatial and temporal context. (On understanding 
social policy and the ways of structuring practices of social policy in temporal 
context see, Eräsaari 1993, 18–19.) However, all these definitions are expressing 
reflections on the ways of organizing social and societal life. 
Social and political thoughts and ideas are part of (re)construction of the 
worldview. Worldview can be defined as understanding about reality. It is dis-
tinctively culturally connected and the language of a worldview can also be the 
language of ‘myth, metaphor and emotion’, as Manninen (1989, 104) contends. 
A worldview includes, for example, and particularly the overall understanding 
of society and the visions for the structures of society as well as the ideas of 
social relations. (Manninen 1977, 16–17, 47; Envall 1989, 124–125.) The ideas of 
society and human beings are constitutive parts of a worldview. Social and po-
litical thinking is connecting these questions and outlooks with various mean-
ings. Social spaces and areas, i.e. the (more or less concrete) places of social 
encounters are constructed and conceptualized within a given context. 
A worldview can be also described as a metaphor of world (Envall 1989, 
128). However, a metaphor of world is not necessarily a concentration of com-
plete world (Envall 1989, 135; Pepper 1972; Hahn 2001). Metaphor1 can be un-
derstood as a specific way of conceptualization. In that case, it is not just a rhe-
torical2 device (Danesi 1994). The meanings, dimensions and tasks of  
worldviews are both psychological and individual and social and ideological in 
their character. Socially shared worldviews are part of reconstructing social 
cohesion. It is also a way of defining relations between human beings. (Envall 
1989, 119–120; Manninen 1977, 44–47. Also Duveen 2000; Puhakka 1977; 
Moscovici 2000.) Thus, it is meaningfully concerned with the process of con-
structing both social and individual identity. 
The meanings, assignments and dimensions of worldviews are both indi-
vidual and social as well as they are psychological, social and ideological. The 
worldview is a means of constructing social cohesion and determines the ways 
of defining community in relation to other communities. (Envall 1989, 119–120; 
                                                   
1The basic troops are metonym, metaphor, synecdoche and irony (Palonen 1997, 14–16;  Hart 1998, 
159). 
2The basics of rhetorical figure are crystallized to ethos (who), pathos (aiming to impact somebody 
with talk) and logos (reasoning) (Palonen 1997, 25). See also Leth 2010. 
13
  
Manninen 1977, 44–47. See also Duveen 2000; Puhakka 1977; Moscovici 2000.) 
Hence, the worldview is the constitutive element of identity. The psychological 
dimension of worldviews can be interpreted both as matter of psychology of 
individuals and a matter of socio-psychology. The meanings of a worldview – 
which are part of (re)constructing or deconstructing social cohesion – will be 
investigated by research about understanding of social policy and the meanings 
of different ideas and ideologies. 
There are many ways to approach political relations and agency. One ap-
proach aims on understanding political relations as specific form of social rela-
tions (Jansson 1985, 9). Thus, the approach is quite sociological or can be seen as 
belonging to political sociology. Nevertheless, in that case, political relations, 
institutions, ideas and practices are understood getting their forms in spatial 
and temporal contexts. They are also viewed to be constructing social relations 
between individual and collective and as constitutive elements concerned the 
ways of defining those relations. In this light, politics is approached with a wide 
understanding, i.e. the basis of approaching politics is not limited to dealing 
with some particular, predetermined terms and conditions (Palonen 1997; 
Palonen 2003a&b; Palonen 2008; Jansson 1985, 14–15, passim. See also Urponen 
1979). 
 
1.2 CONTEXT AND THE PREMISES OF THE RESEARCH 
 
Context is understood as set of relevant, essential connections, i.e. when saying 
that phenomena are explored contextually means that they are observed by 
taking their relevant connections into account. Historical context refers to the 
background – relevant connections, historical layers – where phenomena are 
linked and included and which are thus impacting also in societal life today. 
The effects are not just historical curiosities but they are part of nowadays’ phe-
nomena of social and political life. As such they influence example strongly 
social policy. Therefore, understanding contextually also means operating in 
time, thus understanding the varying models of explanation changing in time 
and place producing different and various interpretations on even the very 
same phenomenon. 
Of course, historical – or any other – context is not waiting out there, but it 
is question about analytic interpretation based on research and relevant valid 
choices made from there (Kent 2012, 1–5 discusses more about these matters). 
 
That is to say, these ideas have a history, they change over time and vary by geo-
graphic or cultural context. They aren’t natural. We make them up – we construct 
them, as we say today, and as a society we usually do so in order to further a par-
ticular political, cultural, economic, or social agenda. (Kent 2012, 3.) 
14
  
 
The context of this research is the era during which ‘the social area’ had been 
formed in the said way: socially constructed. Hellsten (2009, 13) defines that 
‘the social area’ was formed between juridic subject and economic subject: these 
new fields of social became the main subjects of (emerging) social sciences. Dis-
cussions about ‘the social area’ were held at international levels. (Hellsten 2009, 
13–15.) However, the turn of the 20th century has been described as ‘progressive 
era’ (Hellsten 2009, 13; Rodgers 2001, 52–75, passim). At that time, the practices 
and policies for contemporary social and societal changes and their conse-
quences (caused mostly by industrialization) were not established or uniform, 
but there were many lines of action and many policies (Hellsten 2009, 14). 
The formation of social policy with its modern meanings is both contextu-
ally and conceptually connected with societal changes in the turn of the 20th 
century European societies. One of the most essential societal changes had been 
industrialization which – with its side-effects – is typically described as the 
most influential societal change in those times, however affecting societal life 
(especially in Europe) also nowadays. 
Contemporary social and societal changes were also questions of the mod-
ernization of the state and the emergence of civil society. They were forming a 
new social and political culture and novel ways of relating and belonging. So-
cial policy was one of the expressions of social, political and societal changes at 
the turn of the 20th century. The core element of the theory of social policy is 
concerned with relations between individual and collective3. The formation of 
social policy within its modern meaning is typically linked with industrializa-
tion, and social policy is rooted especially in the questions around work and its 
changing societal character over time. 
 
On the concepts of social and political jargon 
Social and political jargon is evermore in transition. However, our living is af-
fected by various changes in social and political cultures – and their reliability is 
essential. However, the meanings and uses of concepts are contextually defined 
and shifting over time. However, they are not static but on the move. 
The conceptualization of social and political phenomena is continual pro-
cess (Béland 2011). Conceptualization4 can be understood as making phenome-
                                                   
3For ex. Tilly & Goodin 2006, 11, passim; Tilly 2006, 421; Siedentop 1983, 61–62.  
4Kuçuradi (1998), for ex., writes on justice. Theoretical and conceptual problematic concerned justice 
is approached with the viewpoints introduced by Ancient philosophers: Plato’s view on ideas is 
motivating to ask – along with Aristotle’s way of thinking – the contexts of thinking and ideas, i.e. 
the essential practical connections of concepts (Kuçuradi 1998). Conceptualization of ideas is 
expressed with contextual relations and the relations of referencing. Thus, they are 
(re)constructing conceptual networks. Understanding concerned conceptualization can be 
understood as opening, discussing and reflecting different, various viewpoints and outlooks. 
Then the horizons of meanings will be reflected. The matters of conceptualization and matters 
15
  
na understandable: understanding about phenomena is constructed in a partic-
ular way and by using particular concepts in a specific way. Thus, conceptual-
ization is a practical thing although it is a highly abstract, cognitive matter. 
The way of understanding and defining concepts is influenced by the mul-
tiple relations of meanings and the different sets of ideas and ideologies that are 
producing various understandings concerned even with the very same phe-
nomena of social and political life. They are interpreting in a particular way and 
their interpretations have a particular definitional basis with respective specific 
meanings. (On research about concepts and worldviews, for ex. Hyrkkänen 
2002, 72–135, passim; Kallinen 2003.) 
Key concepts are specific matters concerned constructing, structuring and 
organizing understanding about social and political ideas and practices. Along 
with key concepts, the ideas of agency are also meaningful when forming social 
and political thoughts. A typical way is to divide spheres as public and private. 
Dividing the dimensions of agency as ‘public’ and ‘private’ is a way of defining 
and approaching actors, agency and the areas or the sectors of agency. Division 
between public and private are reflected a certain, ideal type definitions or dis-
tillations. However, they are formed within a specific context. Public and pri-
vate are confusing issues. Previously typical, dominant categorization of 
spheres had been organized around family as the matter of private sphere and 
other social life as the matters of public. Newer categorizations of spheres are 
concerned with relations and the limits of the state and other actors. Thus, state 
is understood synonymously with public and markets, associations (civil agen-
cy) and family are defined as different parts of private sphere. (Julkunen 2006, 
106–107; Häggman 1994; Markkola 1994; Kymlicka 2002, 2; Goodin & Martin & 
Moran 2008; Tilly 2006, 421, passim; Tilly & Goodin 2006.) (See also Kerkelä 
1996, 61–71.) However, this definition is mainly based on a liberal paradigm 
(which could in some situations include even libertarian connotations). 
The key concepts of social and political thinking (i.e. the key concepts of 
conceptualization and understanding that is based in these concepts) are typi-
                                                                                                                            
concerned what can be known about them are deeply related to epistemological problematic (on 
knowing and its limits). It is also contained methodological problematic concerned questions how 
information will be acquired. According to Agamben (1995, 68–69), only theory – not the 
hierarchy of types – will be able to explore problematic concerned the linguistic being of thinking. 
This may be interpreted that linguistic problematic will be possible to understood – or at least 
knowing something on them – by research concerned outlooks and structures of concepts. 
However, hierarchical categorization will not be able to reach problematics and the 
multidimensional, multilevel matters of conceptual networks. Theory, for its part, will be 
interpreted to be referring to metainformation, i.e. information concerned the basics and premises 
of various theories in their relevant connections (on contexts and theoretical orientation, see also 
for ex. Sohrabi 2005; on facts and theories, for ex. Manninen 1989, 18; on ideas, also for ex. Duveen 
2000). However, this may be referring to a matter that conceptualization is concerned the 
(re)construction process of meanings and for opening them, metainformation about 
conceptualization is needed (on understanding the way of understanding, see for ex. Hyrkkänen 
2002. 
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cally defined to be politics, power, state, democracy, freedom and legitimacy. 
(Pekonen 1991, 54; Palonen 2003a&b; Pulkkinen 2003; Anttonen 1997, 20, pas-
sim.)  
However, concepts are seldom, if ever, approached as separate units if the 
aim is to explore conceptual problems. Explores are typically concerned some 
concept and its relations with other concepts: according to von Wright (2001, 
29), researcher is operating in the field of concepts not with just a concept 
(when doing concept research). The field of concept can be formed with various 
conceptual networks. Exploring will be exposing distinctions, connections and 
disconnections between concepts (von Wright 2001, 29–30; on concepts in 
Wittegenstein’s way of interpretation, von Wright 2001, 44). This will be open-
ing views on the ways of understanding the concepts by which understanding 
about society, for example, is constructed. 
Above-mentioned key concepts can be also interpreted with the network 
metaphor. Thus, key concepts can be interpreted to as being the nodes of con-
ceptual network and their relations are (re)constructing ways concepts are un-
derstood and interpreted. With the network metaphor, it will be possible to 
develop an understanding of conceptual relations in the field of social and po-
litical research. (On different traditions of interpretation in semantics (for ex. 
conceptualism – concept realism (Plato), Niiniluoto 1997, 25.) 
Typical for the concepts of social and political jargon is that they lack ge-
neric definitions. However, definitions are not random but related to the given 
context.  (Berndtson 1992, 84–91.) Typical examples of social and political jargon 
are also multidimensionality, historical layers and the matter that their mean-
ings are constructed in connection with other, (immediate) concepts. 
Social policy is one of the topics in current social, political and socio-
political discussions that has multiple meanings. Topical discussions on social 
policy are connected especially with the divisions of spheres (between public 
and private) and responsibilities defined along these spheres. However, social 
responsibilities and their organization are also discussed with a view on agency 
and the distribution of responsibilities between different actors. (On topical 
matters for ex. Hämäläinen 2011; Internet site of ESPANET conference (2008)5.) 
As the concept of social and political jargon, social policy and related discus-
sions are part of other discussions, questions and dominant ideologies (i.e. the 
dominant ways of viewing the social world and the ways of organizing it). 
However, the change on phrasing questions may be referring to the changes on 
(dominant) social and political ideas and the way of thinking. 
According to Hyvärinen (2008, 61), the concepts of social and political jar-
gon are theoretical and political condensations which are distilled political cul-
                                                   
5According to Eräsaari: ‘Existing research in these problem [i.e. history of social policy ideas] 
constellations is a very small field and a small body of literature.’  
http://www.etk.fi/Page.aspx?Section=61331&Item=62607  
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ture related with time6 [and place7]. Understanding social and political concepts 
will be a key to understanding contextual social and political ideas and practic-
es. (Hyvärinen 2008, 61; Tilly & Goodin 2006. On politics and place, for ex. 
Therborn 2006; Wong 2006; for ex. Thrift 2006; Hubbard & Kitchin & Valentine 
2004, 1–7; McGrew 1992, 62; Jessop 2000; Malpas 1999, 20–24 are problematizing 
’place’ and ’space’.) 
Even the very same phenomena are conceptualized and understood in dif-
ferent ways in politics and political thinking, rhetoric and practicing. Thus, the 
concepts of political jargon will not be defined in a static way as something that 
can be taken for granted, but they will be questioned with respect to their con-
ceptualization and as “historical matters”8 of concepts (Palonen 2008, 195). (Al-
so Tilly 2006.) However, conceptualization may also be concerned with values 
and value matters. 
 
Concept 
Concept is one of the core elements of this research. What, then, is ‘concept’ and 
how can it be approached? 
Sajama (2001, 3–4) introduces three ways of defining ‘concept’. First, ‘con-
cept’ can be used synonym for ‘word’. This may be problematic because it lo-
cates ‘concept’ with, and typically only with, particular language or jargon. The 
second way of using ‘concept’ is to view it as meaning. Meanings are brought 
into discussion with questions about abstract relations and epistemological and 
methodological questions about gaining and gathering information. A third 
way of using ‘concept’ is to view it as a device of separating something from 
something else. In that case, the most important questions are about what con-
cepts are doing. (Sajama 2001, 3–4.) 
As Sajama (2011, 3) states, this comes fairly close to Wittgenstein’s ideas 
that the meanings of a word are (expressed) within its usage in parlance. All 
three ways are opening a view on ‘concept’ and conceptual usage, but, however, 
                                                   
6‘Researcher will make a mistake if thinking that words written in, say, one hundred years ago are 
used in the way they are used now’ (Hyvärinen 2008, 61). (Transl. MT.) In Finnish: ’- - tutkija 
erehtyy helposti jos ajattelee, että [esim.] vajaan sadan vuoden ikäisissä teksteissä sanoja on 
käytetty nykyiseen tapaan’ (Hyvärinen 2008, 61).  
As Manninen states, if present is taken as an idol and past happens are interpreted as 
instrumentally led to this situation, the possibility of historical dialogue will be muted. Thus, 
development is set static and one-dimensional and the consciousness of history as the realm of 
possibilities will be fading out. Transl. MT. In Finnish: ‘Nykyisyyden nostaminen esikuvaksi ja 
aikaisemman alentaminen siihen johtaneeksi välineeksi vaientaa historiallisen dialogin 
mahdollisuuden, lukitsee kehityksen yksiviivaiseksi ja hävittää tietoisuuden historiasta 
vaihtoehtojen valtakuntana.’ – Juha Manninen 
7On place as the concept of structuring politics, for ex. Therborn 2006, 510, passim. On problematic 
of defining place, for ex. Wong 2006, 534–545; Magubane 2005; for ex. problematic concerned 
central – periphery, see also Varpio 2005; Rokkan 1981;1973;1987; Massey 2003; Hall 2003; Hall 
1992, 300–309; Hubbard & Kitchin & Valentine 2004, 1–7, passim; Jessop 2000; Malpas 1999, 20–24. 
8On the concept of politics as historical matter, Palonen 2008, 197. 
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if there are questions and definitions with a complex problematic, the first way 
(concept as word) will be too simplistic. The second one will discuss meanings 
and the third will be opening perspectives on the pragmatic conceptual usage 
of particular concepts. (Sajama 2011, 3–4.) 
According to Laurence & Margolis (1999, 3), concepts are ‘the most fun-
damental constructs in theories of the mind’. However – or just because of that 
– they are complex, controversial and the matters of current, ongoing topical 
discussion. The ways in which the world and human relations are viewed and 
understood are linked and (re)constructed in connection with conceptualiza-
tions, i.e. by making some phenomena understandable. Concepts are linked 
with ‘mental theories’, abstractions and representations and they are also – in 
tandem – reconstructing these ways of viewing. (Laurence and Margolis (1999) 
introduce some key theories concerned concepts: the classical theory, philo-
sophical scepticism about the classical theory, the probabilistic turn, neoclassical 
theories, the theory-theory and conceptual atomism are introduced. They are 
analyzed more systematically in the specific sections and chapters (by various 
authors) in the same book (ed. by Margolis & Laurence 1999).) 
How to approach theoretical questions of social policy? How to approach 
the concept of social policy, especially as social policy is a complex, controver-
sial concept that has to be seen as part of the wider conceptual collection in 
social and political jargon? There are many ways to approach, explore and ana-
lyze social policy as concept. One of them is exploring conceptual backgrounds 
(which can be viewed a kind of meta-information) of social policy. However, 
different schools of thought and social and political ideologies can use concepts 
with different emphases. 
The aim is to explore the meta-information that concerns social policy. By 
aiming on doing so, the theory-theory of concepts may function as research 
device for understanding the discourses of social policy in the context of mod-
ern industrialism. That is because the theory-theory of concepts will give some 
theoretical and methodological devices for exploring the foundation of modern 
thinking and it’s meaning for social policy and social life. 
The theory-theory of concepts, introduced by Laurence & Margolis (1999, 
43–47) is concerned for example with the roles and meanings of concepts in 
theories and theoretical assumptions. Theory-theory is understanding concepts 
as cognitive strategies constituted for gathering information and constructing 
understanding. Concepts are, in the understanding of theory-theory, the mat-
ters of representation which are structuring mental models and (re)constructing 
knowledge. Concepts are viewed related to other (immediate) concepts. Thus 
they are (re)constructing complex conceptual networks which have an impact 
on the way mental models and cognitive schemes are constructed. (Laurence & 
Margolis 1999, 43–47; Murphy & Medin 1999; Carey 1999, 459–450.)  
Laurence and Margolis (1999) discuss the way of approaching concepts, 
the development of relevant schemes and their understanding concepts – and 
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also the ways of deepening understanding by the use of concepts. They con-
clude that ‘nothing is lost by saying that concepts are mental representations’. 
(Laurence & Margolis 1999, 77, passim; Armstrong & Gleitman & Gleitman 
1999, 225–227.)  
However, the theory-theory is also problematic and controversial. The 
criticique of theory-theory is especially reminding questions of ignorance, the 
errors of reasoning (or deduction), conceptual changes and ‘mysteries of scienc-
es’, which refers to the matter that novel scientific theories will be difficult to 
understand with ‘old’ concepts, i.e. in a previously typical way of conceptual-
ization. (Laurence & Margolis 1999, 47–51.)  
However, the problem of ignorance and error is not just the problem of the 
theory-theory but concerns all the questions of concept and conceptualization 
(on criticism towards the classical theory, Laurence & Margolis 1999, 27). Of 
course, different theories may have different problematic points but the ques-
tions about the limits of knowledge and cognitive gaps in connection with con-
ceptualization and knowledge formed with this approach are topical matters 
for all discussions about concepts. Thus, they are matters of epistemological 
reflection and consideration. Social and political jargon is reflecting them (in 
practice) and social policy is – for its part – is reflecting parts of social and polit-
ical thinking. 
There are many complex, controversial matters concerned with (the under-
standing of) concepts. As lexical matters, concepts are typically viewed as 
‘structured complexes’ (Laurence & Margolis 1999, 5). There are two ways of 
viewing how concepts are structured: the containment model and the inferen-
tial model. Both of these models concern conceptual relations, i.e. relations be-
tween one concept and other concepts. According to the containment model, a 
concept is a unit whose formation contains properties from other concepts (in 
this case, the existence of some particular concept is viewed to be demanding 
existence of some particular other concept). The inferential model, for its part, is 
also looking at concepts and their relations: for example, as Laurence & Margo-
lis (1999, 5) put it, X, Y, and Z can be part of the conceptual structure of C, but C 
still can occur without the others. (Laurence & Margolis 1999, 5; Murphy & 
Medin 1999.) 
Murphy and Medin (1999) introduce two approaches concerned the mean-
ing of concepts in the theory-theory. The views are: similarity-based and theory-
based approach. The approaches are different in some key aspects of conceptual 
theory. (Murphy & Medin 1999, 435.) (About definitional view, see also Arm-
strong & Gleitman & Gleitman 1999, 227–228. On atomism as the tendency 
which problematizes definitions, Fodor & Garret & Walker & Parkes 1999.) 
The similarity-based approach is concerned with achieving information 
about a concept and its conceptual relations and usage from the basis of similar-
ity: attributes play a central role in the theory which compares and interprets 
concepts and their relations by using attribute and features.  
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The theory-based approach is concerned with concepts with meta-
information and conceptual relations observed between concepts. Thus, con-
cepts are here viewed in order to understand their meaning in relation to other 
concepts; this approach emphasizes the role of relations in the understanding of 
concepts – and the way of (re)constructing information and knowledge. 
The view of conceptual 
theory 
Similarity-based ap-
proach 
Theory-based approach 
Concept representation Structure (similar), attrib-
ute (correlated) 
Correlated attributes with 
meta-information about the 
kind of correlations and their 
recognition 
Category definition Summation of attributes Explanatory principle (which is 
defined to be common for the 
members of some category) 
Units of analysis Attributes Attributes, the relations of 
attributes and concepts (explic-
it represented ones) 
Categorization basis Matching attributes Matching attributes and infer-
ring (with) metainformation 
Weighting of attributes Validity concerned cue 
(sign), salience (lynchpin) 
Meta-information; underlying 
principles determines partly 
Interconceptual structure Shared attributes; hierar-
chies 
Networks by causal and ex-
planatory links; 
particular shared properties 
which relevance have to be 
analyzed 
Conceptual development Feature accretion Explanations and organizing of 
concepts change ‘as a result of 
world knowledge’ 
Source: Murphy & Medin 1999, 435. [retold] 
 
Thus, it is conceptualizing concepts in a way which can be described (with the 
metaphor of) ‘network’. It emphasizes also meta-data and meta-information in 
the process of understanding the way in which concepts are contextually un-
derstood. Meta-information may mean information about information, i.e. ways 
and schemes particular conceptualizations are made, retold and reconstructed. 
(On theories’ role concerned conceptual coherence, Murphy & Medin 1999, 425–
458. On the usage of information and knowledge in the processes of conceptual-
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ization discusses for ex. Carey 1999; on categorization as conceptual phenome-
non, Murphy & Medin 1999, 432–433.) 
Jackendoff (1999, 305) problematizes ‘concept’ in an epistemological way: 
What can be known about ‘concepts’, especially when ‘concepts’ are usually 
approached in a very concrete, practical way. Jackendoff discusses concepts also 
as the matters of individually constructed mental models and socially shared 
and communicated ones. Jackendoff (1999, 306) refers to Chomsky9 when intro-
ducing ‘E- and I-concepts’ (Chomsky introduced ‘E- and I-language’), where E 
stands for externalized and I for internalized. Jackendoff introduces the episte-
mological principles of these two categories of producing knowledge. 
(Jackendoff 1999, 305–309.) Thus, for acquiring information about a concept and 
its contextual usage, contextual exploration will give some information about 
how (the) concept is understood, applied and reflected. 
Summarizing previous research 
Social policy has been quite widely discussed as the sector of policies that make 
out the welfare state in the context of analyzing structures and practices of the 
(modern) state. But it is open in which way this emerged?  
However, social policy has also been analyzed from the viewpoint of societal 
norms, rights and regulations during the 20th century. Furthermore, it has been 
discussed also from the viewpoint of social security and – during the 20th centu-
ry – especially from the viewpoint of the institutions of social security systems. 
In the field of social history, different social questions (with their contextual 
definitions) have traditionally been a major research subject. However, key texts 
from the viewpoint of this research are, on the other hand, research made on 
social and societal changes in the turn of the 20th century. Research on politics 
and theory of politics, on the other hand, are also essential (see for ex. Palonen 
1997; Palonen 2003a&b; Palonen 2008; Pekonen 1991).  
Urponen (1979) and Lehtonen (1977), for example, have researched the 
ways of defining social policy especially in the context of Finland. Urponen has 
researched the problematic of social policy and social policy as applying social 
science in his doctoral dissertation. The phases of social security systems in the 
context of Finland have been researched for example by Hellsten (1981 & 1993) 
and Jaakkola et al. (1994). Deacon (2007) is writing about social policy from the 
viewpoint on social matters in global perspective. 
In the field of social policy research, the contextual definitions of social pol-
icy have been observed specifically during the recent decades. They have 
opened discussions about social policy in relation to other topical political mat-
ters. (For ex. Béland 2011.) Béland’s article (on February 2011), for example, 
discusses the concept of social policy in relation with definitions on social secu-
rity.  
                                                   
9Chomsky, N. 1986.  Knowledge of Language. Praeger, New York. 
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Béland is focusing especially on France and United States. He refers to re-
cent observations by various researchers on the vagueness of social policy and 
concepts related to social policy. (See Béland 2011; see also Hellsten 1993, 13–20; 
Skocpol & Ritter 1991.) However, vague and ambiguous are different matters: 
Vagueness is concerned with concepts, ambiguity is concerned with words. 
According to von Wright (2001, 41), a concept may be described ‘vague’ if it is 
not pellucid what the sphere of the concept is concerned with. (von Wright 
2001, 41–42.)  
Meehan (1993) is discussing citizenship with its historical roots and topical 
questions concerned Europe and the European community: she reflects ques-
tions of the nation state as context for citizenship, the so called globalization of 
citizenship and also European citizenship, which she placed in between the 
(nation) state contextualized socio-political membership and purely global citi-
zenship. (Meehan 1993, 1, passim.) 
Gender research emerged ‘out of women’s history’, i.e. the roots of gender 
history, gender studies and related research can be found in feminist10 traditions 
(Kent 2012, 49; Saarinen 1986, 235–236, passim). These epistemological view-
points are considered in this research (however, this research is not set just on 
the basis of feminist research). In the context of Finnish social policy research, 
Anttonen (1989; 1997) has discussed and opened the field with feminist re-
search orientation. Also for example Rantalaiho (ed. 1986, articles 1986a–b), 
Julkunen (1986; 1995a–b) and Alanen (1986) have brought forward questions of 
conceptualizing the key themes, discourses and concepts of social sciences – 
also social policy – in feminist perspective. 
Typical for feminist research or gender research is problematizing the key 
concepts of a particular discipline or field of study (like history, politics, nursing 
etc.) from epistemological and ontological perspective of gender. In that sense, 
feminist research will give some theoretical and methodological inspiration for 
research discussions on the questions and matters of social policy and the ways 
of seeing them. It will give some theoretical and methodological inspiration 
especially, if we take into account gender as one of the key systems of organiz-
ing social lives (Rantalaiho 1986a, 14). 
As Anttonen (1989, 26) states, women researchers have explored social pol-
icy and welfare state with the concept of reproduction. Actually, the 1980s was 
the time when these became – at first time? – discussed, problematized and 
opened by feminist research. Feminist research engages with various disciplines 
of science by problematizing paradigmatic viewpoints. In this research, feminist 
research will be applied when searching and reading discourses of social policy. 
However, reproduction – as feminist research introduced and applied it – will 
give information not only for feminist – or female – positions (but, of course, it 
                                                   
10On the waves of feminism and feminist research’s contribution on social and political research, 
Kent 2012, 28–46. 
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does so) but also – and especially – about the wider cultural environment and 
social spheres: it will give information about specific contexts. 
The emergence of social policy has been interpreted as the emergence of 
questions about work. However, despite the fact that this is a key element of 
social sciences, also social policy, the problematization of work – from the 
viewpoint of gender as theoretical and methodological matter – needs to be 
explored more in depth. 
Research with contextual, comparative and historical11 orientation on social 
policy is required (for ex. Béland 2011, 2, 13, passim; on comparing and produc-
ing processes of information, see also for ex. Bäckman & Stenman 2004, 1, 28, 
60, passim; Anttonen 1997, 197–198). One of the remarkable factors that high-
light the need for historical, conceptual, contextual and comparative study on 
social policy and related concepts, can be seen in the process12 of European in-
tegration (Béland 2011). 
Thus, social policy is very topical matter in global, local and state contex-
tual relations. Historical orientation, conceptual discussion and opening of 
themes concerned social policy will not only look at the historical layers of so-
cial policy and their effects on the way of organizing social policy today but 
also the socially shared worldview on social relations and belonging. 
Many of the political vocabularies in the contemporary European context 
are rooted to classic Greek and Latin languages13. New political jargons, theo-
ries, processes and occasions have modified and complemented social and po-
litical vocabulary; they are impacting on changes in it. Different, various politi-
cal outlooks and theories as well as linguistic conventions, resources and di-
mensions are encountering in the arenas of European political and socio-
political jargons. Political jargons are reflected lexical meanings and meanings 
of (political) events and processes with different theoretical orientations. 
(Palonen 2003a, 570.)  
Research concerned the concepts of social and political thinking will be a 
key to opening and understanding social and political discussions, concepts 
and meanings. Social policy is linked with organizing societal lives and social 
responsibilities between individual and collective. Thus, social policy is – in one 
way or another – part of everyone’s life. 
                                                   
11See Tilly 2006, 421, passim; Riihinen 1992, 257. According to Hyrkkänen (2002, 9), ‘studying 
thoughts and ideas is both needed and difficult’. In Finnish: ’Käsitysten tutkiminen on sekä 
tarpeellista että vaikeaa’ (Hyrkkänen 2002, 9). 
12On European Union and social policy, for ex. Laitinen-Kuikka 2003.  
13Koselleck (1998; see Palonen 2003a, 571) interprets that the differences of European political sets of 
concepts are caused by distance to the social and political vocabulary of European circle of culture 
which is based on classical Latin and Creek (lingua franca) (Palonen 2003a, 571). 
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2 The Assignment of the Re-
search 
 
2.1 RESEARCH QUESTION 
 
Social policy is concerned with the ways of organizing social and societal life, 
but this does not define the conceptual foundation of social policy. What is – in 
discursive sense – social policy about? In the research, formation processes, 
roots and discourses concerned social policy within its modern meanings are 
explored and discussed. The aim of the present research is to analyze and dis-
cuss themes, questions and discourses of social policy (within its modern mean-
ings) at the turn of the 20th century. This will be done by exploring the meaning 
of social policy through the analysis of context. 
The research will focus on social policy within its modern meanings in the 
turn of the 20th century. Formation and definitions as well as questions of mod-
ern social policy are explored contextually, focusing especially on the context of 
Finland, but also analyzing relevant contextual connections – as they emerge 
especially from European developments. 
 
Formulating the question 
Can some main themes, questions and discourses concerned social policy (in 
the turn of the 20th century) be found? In other words, what can be suggested to 
be main themes, questions and discourses of modern social policy? 
The phrasing of question can be put forward as follows: First, what kind of 
themes can be found concerned with analyzing the emergence of social policy 
with its modern meanings? Second, what are key questions of social policy at 
the turn of the 20th century? As the roots of modern social policy are typically 
connected with the questions that defined the beginning, their investigation is 
essential for understanding also today’s social policy. The third part is focused 
as follows: How can these themes and especially questions on the discourses of 
the formation of social policy be opened for an understanding of the underlying 
problematiques and concept of social policy. 
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2.2 THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS  
    
 
Phenomenology 
Phenomenology explicates reality as matter of phenomena. Social policy can be 
approached as phenomenon. However, different theoretical approaches can 
view social policy in different ways. Thus, if explore discourses and theoretical 
questions of social policy, applying phenomenological approach will be rele-
vant concerned with the attributes and existence of social policy. If viewing 
reality as matter of phenomena, what will be the existence and attributes of 
social policy about? These will be also explored with reflecting conceptual mat-
ters of phenomena, which are part of the way reality as matter of phenomena is 
constructed. 
However, phenomenology is difficult to define as unified set of thinking or 
school of thought (Himanka & Hämäläinen & Sivenius 1995, 9). The orientation 
of this research is theoretical. In the present research, the aim is to explore dis-
courses considering social policy within its modern meanings. Phenomenology 
means continued referece to the basis and premises of (the way of) thinking 
(continued reflective reduction) (Miettinen & Pulkkinen & Taipale 2010, 9–10). 
Phenomenological way of approaching reality is concerned with phenomena. In 
this light, social policy and its existence as phenomenon will be illustrated with 
phenomenological reflection about social policy and conceptual research. 
Edmund Husserl set the basis of phenomenology, and his students, espe-
cially Martin Heidegger developed that way further (the most well-known book 
by Heidegger is Sein und Zeit (Being and Time). Husserl’s idea of phenomenolog-
ical reduction is the key of the concept. (Miettinen & Pulkkinen & Taipale 2010, 
15–18; Heinämaa 1996, 16; Himanka & Hämäläinen & Sivenius 1995.) The basis 
of phenomenological reduction can be seen as thinking about thinking and the 
underlying premises. Husserl emphasized also that theories have to be reduced 
into human lives but not as oppressed to some particular, even ideological aims 
but as critical analyses concerned those (ideological) aims (Miettinen 2010, 155). 
However, the core aspect of phenomenology is the way of asking, i.e. the 
phrasing of questions (Miettinen & Pulkkinen & Taipale 2010, 9). Research is 
typically concerned with the phrasing of questions and the way of questioning. 
Thus, here, phenomenology will be applied in as a methodology. As the episte-
mological orientation, the basis of phenomenology is concerned with both, 
phrasing of questions and re-thinking about the premises of thinking (Miettinen 
& Pulkkinen & Taipale 2010, 9–10). One of the key issues for phenomenology is 
the question of the structures of experience and understanding (Miettinen & 
Pulkkinen & Taipale 2010, 9–13). (Husserl emphasized phenomenology as the 
basis of sciences describing it as strict science, aiming on overcoming ostensible 
contradictions by focusing on things and phenomena as such. (Miettinen & 
Pulkkinen & Taipale 2010, 13, passim; Husserl 1995.) In that sense, studying the 
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key themes of some issues – here social policy – will be reasonable to do by 
employing a phenomenological research orientation. 
Especially because phenomenology is not the way of observing phenome-
na by “establishing static objects” but by consciously exploring the relevant 
issues in an open “fluid” way, the research may open the view on perspectives 
different to what would be expected from looking at static object. Thus, phe-
nomenological reduction concerns the processes of constructing. (Himanka & 
Hämäläinen & Sivenius 1995, 18; Miettinen & Pulkkinen & Taipale 2010, 9–10.) 
This is enabling open-minded analyses in the multidimensional field of social 
policy. 
However, Heiskala’s (1997, 28–29, passim) dialogue on phenomenology 
and the way of applying action theory, phenomenological sociology and 
(neo)structuralism are considered also in this research. First, the orientation of 
present research is phenomenological. Second, methodological and epistemo-
logical premises are concerned with theories of agency and structures. Here, 
reflections by Heiskala (1997) concerned with phenomenological orientation 
and approaching of agency and structures are considered. 
 
Key concepts 
The present research aims on exploring the discourses of social policy with its 
modern meanings. In that case, an essential question is what is meant with ‘dis-
course’.  
Discourse is understood as the matter of knowledge and social relations. 
Foucault uses ‘discourse’ to describe the specific language in a given field of 
agency; he is also focusing on questions of power. (Kent 2012, 129–130.) Political 
science is traditionally focused on a research subject centrally concerned with 
three issues, namely ‘politics’, ‘power’ and ‘state’. Politics is the key subject, 
power viewed to be giving a specific aspect to research and state is viewed as 
the contextual frameworks for agency. (Berndtson 1992, 32, passim.) 
Discourse is about power because it is a matter of constructing social reali-
ty with ideas and practices. However, could discourse also be a matter of re-
sponsibilities? Discourses, as Kent (2012, 70) states, make definitions, construct 
and reconstruct social orders ‘in the world’, and their way is inherently political 
which means they are concerned with power relations. If viewing discourse as 
the matter of governing social relationships, controlling and setting norms, it 
will be also the matter of official and unofficial institutions14. 
                                                   
14Crystallizing: Institutions are referred to the (jointly shared) social rules and norms which are 
guided and frame-worked social lives concerned two or more human beings and which are 
impacted on social ideas and practices, i.e. in the ways of viewing, structuring and organizing 
social lives. The institutional view of research is approached its research subject especially via 
institutions and the changes of institutions. Institutions can be divided up (for ex.) as official and 
unofficial institutions. Official institutions mean for ex. laws and unofficial institutions can be for 
ex. various contextually-bounded social conventions, rules and principles – norms. (See for ex. 
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Structure 
Structure can be understood as the framework in which agency develops, and 
also as mechanism that guarantees continuity and social relations. Structures 
are concerned also social norms, institutions and all the ways of organizing 
social, political and socio-political lives. Structure can be defined as a matter of 
social relations and power (Elder-Vass 2010). Power is typically viewed as the 
matter of social institutions in literature concerned social structures (Elder-Vass 
2010, 7). 
Giddens (1984, 87–155, passim) discusses about the processes of structu-
ration or the socio-political processes where social and societal structures are 
constructed and reconstructed. According to Giddens (1984, 87), if the way of 
explanation is focusing on activity, it will pay little attention to structure – and 
vice versa. Nevertheless, agency and structure are key elements concerned 
viewing social and political ideas and practices. 
According to Giddens (1984, 109), if structure exists, i.e. it can be defined 
as spatial and temporal phenomenon, it will contain phenomenon connected 
power. Thus, structures are the ways of organizing socio-political lives. Giddens 
(1984, 20) discusses practical consciousness as the key attribute concerned with 
the theory of structuration (in Finnish: rakenteistuminen). Giddens (1984, 20, 
passim) formulates a theory of subject with the basis of stratified personality 
which is ordered with three relations: unconsciousness, practical but not ex-
pressed consciousness and discursive relations. In case of viewing social policy 
as matter of socio-political practices and discursive communication, Giddens’ 
ideas on structure and relations between structure and agency are highly rele-
vant. 
Giddens (1984) states, that consciousness is not just a vague set of thoughts 
but a predicative agency of a positioned subject. Predicative agency means that 
agency is defining by the way of acting and the way the actor(s) and object(s) of 
actions are defined. Thus, the subject has a reflective position in relation to ac-
tivity. Can positioned agency be also embedded (social agency)? Giddens (1984) 
states also that research or study is not allowed to be targeted just to manifested 
part but also to the causes and motives of producing text which are connected 
with the process of production and expressed in a professional way of produc-
ing. This means: Reflective orientation and continual thinking about the way of 
thinking. This is close to phenomenology. 
Individual and collective 
Relations between individual and collective are a core of every theory of social 
science. In a philosophical way, this question can be viewed as dualistic concep-
tualization with the concepts of individualism and holism or collectivism. They 
                                                                                                                            
Scott 2008; also for ex. Giddens 1992; Pierson 2004; Adams & Clemens & Orloff 2005, 32–37.) On 
the division of institutions as regulative, normative and cultural-cognitive, Scott 2008, 50–65. 
28
  
are typically set as dichotomies. (Miettinen 2010, 161.) However, this is very 
controversial matter. Individual and collective and the relations between them 
are considered in the present research as being concerned with social policy, 
social responsibilities and the ways of social belonging. 
 
 
 
Substance 
Holism 
The viewpoint based on 
Aristotelian thought 
Individualism 
Composition of human 
being 
 Common, shared, 
collective 
 Constancy 
 Rational 
 Individual 
 Changing 
 Voluntaristic 
Human being as social 
and communal being 
 Belongs to the com-
position of human 
being 
 Society or community 
as environment 
Sense and will  Sense as the founda-
tion of will  
 Sense decides aims 
 Free will 
 Sense as an instru-
ment of will 
Ethics  Ideas of virtues 
 Forwarding good life 
 Deontological ethics 
 Ethical relativism 
Rights and liberties  Rights belong to the 
community members 
 Emphasizing values of 
liberties 
State  The community of 
good life 
 Essential for compo-
sition of human be-
ing 
 Educating role 
 Covenanted system 
with possible duress 
 Duty: Safeguarding 
individual liberties 
Source: Hautamäki 1996a, 17. (retold) 
Table 2 introduces two ways of approaching individual and collective. Howev-
er, this view is based on dualistic conceptualization. Nevertheless, it crystallizes 
– albeit in an acrimonious way – some key matters of Western thoughts and 
ideas concerned individual and collective. These are theoretical assumptions of 
various social and political ideas and ideologies. Thus, they are reflected in this 
study. 
Agency 
One of the key aspects of conceptualization in the field of social sciences and 
the humanities is the matter of agency, i.e. who is actor, who is meant to be as 
actor. Agency is also concerned with active participation and the possibilities or 
limitations of activities. When observing – even theoretically or especially 
then(?) – social and political ideas and practices, agency is one of the key as-
pects that needs to be explore. First, it is contextual. Second, it reflects both the 
contextual norms of activities and actors. Third, it is also reflecting the socially 
shared worldview.  
Kent (2012, 129) bases her definition on ‘agency’ on two premises, namely 
understanding and acting in response of the given understanding. Agency is 
understood as a relational concept and phenomenon: understanding concerned 
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with contextual socio-political environment is processed, constructed and re-
constructed contextually. Hence, responding and reacting with that understand-
ing is also matter of looking at the limits, boundaries or opportunities linked to 
agency and knowing. In that case, ‘agency’ will be an interesting concept con-
cerned with exploring the beginnings of social policy in its modern meaning at 
the turn of the 20th century. It will allow exploring both socio-political agency 
and social policy itself: a way of viewing social policy is to explore its begin-
nings as the answer and reflective reaction on social needs as they emerge from 
a specific contextual framework. 
Politics 
Politics is complex both in conceptual sense and as a phenomenon. As a con-
cept, it will be near to be impossible to define it. (Palonen 2008, 195.) Politics can 
be approached from the viewpoint of concept history with two alternative op-
tions with spatial and temporal dimension. The division is analytic and it is 
based on conceptualization made with the metaphors of time and space. Time 
and space are viewed as the categories of spheres and agency.  (Palonen 2008, 
198–199, 202.) Politics is issued by the use of the categories time and space. 
A dictionary way of defining politics is viewed by reference to the theory of 
state. However, a concept of politics can also be referred to by applying a par-
ticular political or social view on action. Politics is both discipline concerned 
with the matters of state and with agency as matter of practice. (For ex. 
Tietosanakirja, Gummerus 1997, 662.15) According to Palonen (1997, 60; see also 
Palonen 2003, 511), politology, i.e. political science, can be defined as science 
that is aiming on deciphering political aspects from phenomena concerned with 
human agency.16 
  SPACE  TIME 
Denominating  polity (arena)  politicization 
Operative   policy (line)  politicking 
Source: Palonen 2003b, 470. 
If we are structuring politics with the metaphor of space, politics can be viewed 
as a sector or a space-like entity; it can be viewed like a segment which is pro-
portioned with other spaces and the fields of social, societal action. When struc-
turing politics with the dimension of time, politics can be viewed as an activity 
defined by the criteria and categories of time. In that case, polity is referred to 
as something of which the political aspect is not, as such, questioned in some 
                                                   
15
An encyclopedia in Finnish. 
16
On research concerned modern politics and problematic concerned this, Liikanen 
1995, 69–71.  
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particular time. This means, that something is at a given time viewed and un-
derstood as essentially political. (Palonen 2003b, 470–471.) 
Policy, for its part, refers to the lines of political areas and political man-
ners. Policy is typically crystallized as a political line (as it were) independent of 
actions or tide. In this sense, politicking is referred to activities in the field of the 
politics, i.e. in the field of the so called political play-ground. Politicization, for 
its part, is about giving something a political meaning. (Palonen 2003b, 470–
471.) According to Palonen (2003b, 471), at least we can find three dimensions of 
conceptual changes. Those conceptual revisions and adjustments are presented 
as changes of horizon, perspective and aspects. These will have an effect on 
conceptual changes and on comprehension considering concepts. The change of 
horizon means transition from discipline to phenomenon while the change of 
perspective refers to the turn from spatial to temporal. The shift of aspect can be 
defined as a change between (operative) politicking and (denominate) politici-
zation. (Palonen 2003b, 471.) 
 
Gender17 
Social relationships between men and women in societal contexts can be con-
ceptualized with the terms of gender relations (Rantalaiho 1986a–b) or by refer-
ring to gendered systems. 
Gender is a concept that allows to understand and to open social categori-
zations concerned with men’s and women’s social and societal roles, positions 
and agencies as well as the consequences of such conceptualizations. Gender is 
concerned with power (Kent 2012, 3). It is also concerned with socially shared 
and experienced ideas on human being and the practices of social responsibili-
ties. As Kent (2012, 3) writes, masculinity is ‘usually, but not always’ viewed as 
the basic category with which femininity is compared and typically – usually 
but not always – viewed as subordinate. According to Kent (2012, 3), this ex-
plains why women did not have had political rights and their social participa-
tion has been limited in many societies till the 20th century. So, men have been 
viewed as ‘the exclusive subject’ (Kent 2012, 3) in the fields of politics, economy 
and social agency while women have been viewed as subordinated servant 
whose spheres of agency were limited. 
However, as Kent (2012, 4) states, gender is neither a ‘natural nor innocent 
definition’. The utilization of gender as means of structuration and politics is 
connected with relations of power and their contextual expressions. The images 
and ideas concerned with femininity and masculinity are part of constructing 
the outlook on human being and these impacts on the way men and women are 
conceiving their social positions, roles and possibilities of agency in a society. 
                                                   
17Kent (2012, 9–65) gives illustrative crystallization concerned gender as the matter of theoretical 
discussion and the ways gender have been conceptualized in Western history of thoughts and 
ideas. 
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These ideas and images are also impacted also the way of perceiving social 
relations. (Kent 2012, 4, 6.) Thus, they affect the way of perceiving social re-
sponsibilities and social division of work. They are part of constructing the 
worldview of any given society. 
Gender is a way of constructing social roles, duties, responsibilities and 
privileges; gender-based organization is based on the basis of attributes which 
are defined by drawing differences. In that sense, individuals are gendered 
subjects in social and societal contexts. Gender is (re)producing and 
(re)constructing categories by systematizing, differentiating and placing social 
responsibilities. Differentiating is one of the key themes concerned women’s 
and men’s social and societal position. (Kent 2012, 9.) This can be understood in 
a way of the politics of differentiation. Gender, like discourse, is concerned 
power and embedded social selves. Gender is about power relationships and 
their socially shared, contextually experienced consequences. However, gender 
as the systematic category for analysis in social science is debated. 
 
Gender system 
A gender system can be understood as a socially shared model and the ideas of 
women’s and men’s social and societal roles, positions and possibilities of agen-
cy. The concept of gender system is inspiring research device also in methodo-
logical sense in the present context. When exploring social policy, one is explor-
ing social and political systems, institutions, ideas and practices and also social 
agency, responsibilities and the spheres of agency as well as the limits of agen-
cy. Thus, one of the key concepts is also agency – and gender plays a central 
role here.  
Typical for the conceptualization is a kind of dualism; feminist research 
has contributed by problematizing or even deconstructing dualistic conceptual-
izations which are affecting the ways of producing information and knowledge 
concerned with social, political and socio-political matters. One of the concepts 
for such openings has been ‘gender’.  Gender is concerned with female and 
male agency and participation in social, political and socio-political context and 
sees this in a relational perspective. Gender system is contextual and complex 
and it is changing in time (Saarinen 1986, 247). 
Structure, agency and politics are the key concepts in this research. Their 
viewpoints will be sharpened with the specifications of gender for answering 
the research question. 
 
 
2.3 CARRYING OUT THE RESEARCH  
    
Theoretical orientation and the basis of effectuating 
The orientation of the research is theoretically based, focusing especially on 
literature, in which the focal method of acquiring and analyzing information – 
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when reading those social policy discourses – is orientated on a source-critical 
discursive-analytic systematic reading. In the research, the discourses of social 
policy will be read and analyzed through its context.  
In the field of science, it is typical to classify research as either empirical or 
theoretical. Theories, however, are part of every research, although their func-
tion and the way in which they are used may vary according to the premises of 
research. Theoretical orientation means in this research relating to previous 
research and exploring the research questions, i.e. working with the themes, 
questions and discourses of social policy. 
For carrying out the research, methods of literature review and search is 
invocation for example acquiring and searching information. In addition to 
literary research, the methodological approach is also applied concept analysis 
and research as well as the (specific) methods of content analysis, like specific 
close-reading. Literary research as the type of the research enables, for example, 
the systematic use of concept research, which – applied in research practices – 
will mean that conceptual and theoretical problems are analyzed with view on 
a specific context. The features of concept research are not easy to define: von 
Wright (2001, 27), for example, wishes that he could have a more pellucid pic-
ture about what it is. However, the basis of it is concerned with conceptual con-
fusion.  (von Wright 2001, 27.) 
 
The methodological basis 
The type of the research and the methodological basis of the present research is 
literary research. Literary research has been connected in methodological sense, 
for example, to the context of concept research. Along with concept research 
and analysis, literary research is opening methodological possibilities for ex-
ploring and analyzing the problematic of concepts and context (for ex. Laitinen 
2010). This is based on methodological triangulation.  
The research relevance of literary research is multidimensional from both 
the viewpoint of specific discipline (like social policy) and concerned scientific 
communication in general. Retrieving literature is, on the one hand, part of 
every research in every field of science (Hart 2001, 21, passim).  On the other 
hand, literary research has a more specific context of application; some of these 
connections are concept analysis and concept research. As the epithet of literary 
review, systematic reference has to be made to transparency, reliability and 
validity of the method. It refers also to logical clearness and consistency of the 
arguments. 
Literary review is part of any research process but the width, role and at-
tributes of it are different (for ex. Hart 1998, 1–2, passim). However, novel in-
formation will not be constructed by only systematizing existing data or infor-
mation nor by organizing it in a mechanistic way. Listing is comparable to re-
port, it is not research. Scrutiny is operating in research dimensions along with 
problematizing, theoretical considerations and discussions about viewpoints. 
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Literary review means typically systematically gatherring and then con-
densed reporting of previous research which is typically used as basis for de-
veloping arguments concerned with the demand of further research. However, 
the meaning of literary research is broader in methodological sense. Literary 
review can be viewed as a dimension of literary research. Literary research is 
connected in methodological sense to both the general rules of scientific think-
ing and it could be applied in a specific sense in a particular field of science or a 
specific context of a discipline. However, methods can be multiple for acquiring 
and analyzing information and (written) sources, references can be multiple. 
Description of retrievals 
Bibliographic retrieval has been used in this research as the method of literary 
research; literary research is understood as the methodological basis in the con-
text of this research. 
The phases of systematic literary analysis can be defined as follows: first, 
relevant limits will be defined for the topic and it will be translated into rele-
vant, reasonable research frames. Then, criteria for including and excluding 
books and articles will be defined. (Metsämuuronen 2006, 31–32.) In this re-
search, this means focusing on limitations mentioned in the context of the re-
search question. 
During the third phase search will be compiled from different databases 
and libraries (Metsämuuronen 2006, 32). Here, the methods of information 
studies and the theories of acquiring and retrieving information have been ap-
plied; they were concerned with gathering metainformation. Doing literary 
research – not just literary search – is a matter of an evolving process, as part of 
reflexive dialogue with information. Albeit, the phases of process can be de-
scribe as mentioned above, the process is typically not just linear but rather 
hermeneutic. So it was when conducting this research. 
The ways of seeking sources of information have been undertaken with 
bibliographies, databases and other sources of references. When retrieving in-
formation from databases, lemmas, search words like: social policy, industriali-
zation, civil society, state, politics, Europe, Finland etc., have been used. Lem-
mas – and cut lemmas – have been connected in multiple ways with different 
logical connectors (‘and’, ‘or’ and ‘not’). Bibliographies in published books and 
articles had also been used for the search. 
One of the key themes of literary research is to reflect the criteria by which 
literature is included or excluded. Literature which is referenced in this re-
search doesn’t surely contain all literature read and consulted for and during 
this research process. Thus, constructing the relevant, reasonable limits of re-
search is an essential part of the competence a researcher has to develop. When 
a research problem is multidimensional, approaching the research subject from 
various dimensions will be helpful for problematizing, defining research ques-
tion and the test of the hypothesis. However, the clear definition of research 
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question – with the reasonable research basis – has to be done. For this research, 
literary searches have been done from many points of view: focusing in time 
(the turn of the 20th century), focusing on politics and political studies (social 
policy and politics), analysing social history and social historical connections of 
social policy etc. This has been done in order to be able to answer the research 
question. 
 
Contemporary writings 
Some key texts by contemporary writers – which have been later edited by 
Eräsaari & Rahkonen (2001) – are analyzed in this research. Th. Rein’s contem-
porary writings on liberalism and socialism (1878) and on economics related to 
social policy (1879) as well as the text by Yrjö-Koskinen (1874) about the ques-
tion of work and workers are considered. These are key texts concerned with 
social policy discussion in Finland in the late half of the 19th century. 
Ehrnrooth’s (1912) writing about social policy – or societal policy in a meaning 
of public policy – is a central text. It looks at discussions in the beginning of the 
20th century. However, the assignment of this research is not interested in study 
the personal history of these contemporary writers. Nevertheless, texts are ana-
lyzed from the viewpoint mentioned in the connection of research question. 
 
Are there any models of social policy? 
There are, actually, quite a few theoretical models or conceptualization made in 
social policy. One of the most essential conceptualization, theoretical model in 
social policy, in the Finnish research context had been undertaken by Urponen 
(1979) (see Appendix 4). Of course, there are many conceptualizations and vari-
ous theoretical models on how to approach politics. Conceptualization by 
Palonen about the dimensions of the meanings of politics is applied when ex-
ploring social policy (sosiaalipolitiikka – the politics of social? – in Finnish). Policy 
is understood as the line that is defined for action – while in Finnish words 
‘politics’ and ‘policy’ could often be referred to and expressed with the same 
word (politiikka), like in the case of ‘sosiaalipolitiikka’, where the lines of poli-
tics and politics are encountered in more general terms. This will demand more 
conceptual analysis on ideas and practices concerned with politics and policies. 
 
The treatment of the research subject 
The present research considers exploring substantial themes, questions and 
discourses of social policy. This will be carried out as follows. Chapter three (3) 
looks at the socio-historical context given at the turn of the 20th century and 
social changes. Here themes of modern social policy will be explored. The work 
will focus on industrialization and its social changes, social security and chang-
es concerned with ideas of state and the emergence of civil society. 
Chapter four (4) looks at the questions of social policy within its modern 
meanings. The relevant questions of modern social policy are explored and 
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discussed. In chapter five (5), the discourses of social policy within its modern 
meanings are explored with conceptualization; thus, conceptualizations emerg-
ing from the themes and questions of social policy are discussed and opened. 
This is done with three key concepts found to be reasonable to explain the key 
themes, questions and forms of discourse of modern social policy. After that, 
social responsibilities – a key matter of social policy, which will be pointed out – 
are discussed from the topical matters of social and political lives: care and jus-
tice. 
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3 The Context and the 
Changes: social changes in 
the turn of the 20th century 
 
 
3.1 INDUSTRIALIZATION AND SOCIAL AND SOCIETAL 
CHANGES 
 
Industrialization 
Industrialization18 typically refers not only to the changes of processes of pro-
duction and the formation of industrial systems of production but also to social 
and economic changes. The beginning of modern industrialization is typically 
timed and placed in 18th century England. The processes of (modern) industrial-
ization changed the ways of societal life in Europe during the 19th and 20th cen-
tury. (Haapala 1986, 11–12; Jaakkola 1994, 71–73; Kerkelä 1996, 285–290, passim. 
See also Rodgers 2001, 8–32, 367–408; Riihinen 1992, 269–271; Hopkins 2000.)  
Nevertheless, industrialization was a one, uniform phenomenon. In com-
parative research it had been shown that industrialization is long as phenome-
non that takes shape during a long period (from the 16th century to the 20th cen-
tury); industrialization is also globally both limited and multifaceted. (Haapala 
1989, 40, 82.) The prerequisites of industrialization are bound with time and 
place; industrialization and the effects of industrialization are contextual. 
Industrialization can be interpereted as matter of social and societal changes in 
various ways. It can also be approached by phrasing question in different ways. 
The descriptions of industrialization and its effects of changes are contextually 
bound and also depending on the perspective of the researcher. However, in-
dustrialization is not meant as description of societal change as a whole; an 
                                                   
18Industrialization can be interpreted from different viewpoints and with various emphases, for ex. 
Jaakkola 1994, 71. History of industrialization is one of the most essential research subjects of 
social history. The research can be divided into the general history of industrialization, the history 
of economy, the history of work (industrial culture) and workers’ history as culture and society or 
viewing it in statistical way (Haapala 1989, 39–45). Social history and social policy have common 
historical roots (in research); social history has been also interpreted as a part of social policy 
(Rahikainen 2003, 146). See also for ex. Reitala 1977; Klinge 1977. 
37
  
essential question is also how industrialization was interpreted (Jaakkola 1994, 
72, passim; Kerkelä 1996). In addition to these, other possible contemporary 
changes of the societal context can have an effect on the characterisation of in-
dustrialization. 
In Finnish economic history and in the relevant periodizaton of industriali-
zation, the era from the 1860’s to the beginning of the 20th century is seen as the 
first period of industrialization which is referred to as beginning of modern 
industrial production and manufacture (Rasila 1982, 13; Ahvenainen 2005, 9; 
Markkola 1986, 72. Appendix 1). In the history of Finland, the decade of the 
1860s is typically viewed as the great divide,19 as Rasila (1982, 13) writes. (On 
this question, for ex. Peltonen 1999a, 98, passim). Finnish economic history is 
divided into two periods concerned with societal and social changes begun in 
the 1860s. The phases are: distinctively agrarian and later industrializing and 
urbanizing. However, industrialization and urbanization were not necessarily 
simultaneous; those changes were not abrupt but happened rather as processes. 
(Rasila 1982, 13–14.) The changes, which began in the 1860s, are also reflecting 
the views of two temporal and different societal life worlds. 
According to Rasila (1982b, 14), economic growth was the main aim of 
those times20. Rasila (1982b, 13–14) writes also about ‘the fall of the previously 
[dominant] ideology’21, which is connected with the changes of economy and 
production processes with their social efficacies of changes. In the late 19th cen-
tury industrialization, and also the technical and mechanical changes going 
hand in hand with it, seemed to have opened nearly ‘unlimited possibilities’22. 
Social changes are also connected with these (contemporary novel) views, vi-
sions and openings; however, also social changes were fundamental. (Rasila 
1982b, 13–14; Rodgers 2001, 8–32, 367–408.) 
During the first period of industrialization, the attributes of production 
were changed. However, the change was not total or sudden: The economic 
structure in Finland was distinctively agrarian at the beginning of the 20th cen-
tury, albeit industrialization had taken off and meant diversified production 
and economic structures. (Rasila 1982, 13–14. See also for ex. Ahvenainen 2005, 
87–88; Kettunen 1994, 35; Kerkelä 1996, 283–293. See Appendix 1.) 
                                                   
19In Finnish: ’Suomen historiassa on 1860-lukua totuttu pitämään suurena vedenjakajana, 
jokakäänsi kehityksen kulun uusiin uomiin’ (Rasila 1982, 13). Translation freely in English: ’The 
decade of the 1860s is typically viewed as the great divide which changed the way of progression 
in the history of Finland’. 
20Rasila (1982, 14) states [in Finnish]:’Omaa aikaansa elävät ihmiset eivät tosin ottaneet huomioon 
tätä piirrettä vielä kymmeniin vuosiin, mutta sen vaikutus ulottui nopeasti kaikkialle’. Translation 
freely in English: ’People who lived their life at that time did not take into account that character-
istic in decades, but the impacts of that were extended with dispatch and having all-embracing 
effect.’ 
21In Finnish: ’jopa aikaisemman aatemaailman murtuminen’ (Rasila 1982b, 13–14).  
22In Finnish: ’rajattomia mahdollisuuksia’ (Rasila 1982b, 13–14). 
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Economic and industrial life became more omnifarious and in the fields of 
industry and commerce new possibilities emerged for entrepreneurs. One of 
the preconditions for the beginning of industrialization in the second half of the 
19th century is characterized by the legislative reforms inspired by the liberal-
ism. Those reforms have an influence for example on the precondtions of 
sawmill industry23. (Rasila 1982; Pulma 1987, 75–76; Pulma 1994, 58–60; 
Ahvenainen 2005; Heikkinen 1999; Kuisma 1993, 161–356, esp. 169–198. Appen-
dix 2.) 
Demand for industrial production and other preconditions24 of production 
and industrial activity played, in addition to the legislative framework, a central 
role at the beginning of the industrialization. Other preconditions for starting 
industrial activities were, for example, the availability sufficient financing, the 
availability of raw materials and of workforce. Besides the fact that legislative 
changes influenced the economic and production activities, they were also im-
pacting in various ways on social life. The decree of livelihood (1879), for exam-
ple, impacted on the way of organizing social responsibilities in particular be-
cause the changes were encountered also considering other essential statutes 
about the arrangement of social security and protection. The essential statutes 
that defined the norms and arrangement of social security and social protection 
had been fundamentally changed. (Rasila 1982; Pulma 1987, 75–76; Pulma 1994, 
58–60; Ahvenainen 2005; Kuisma 1993, 161–356, esp. 169–198. Appendix 2.) 
 
 
Year Agriculture and forest-
ry 
Industry, con-
struction indus-
try 
Transport and 
invisibles (ser-
vice sector) 
In total 
1860 65 13 22 100 % 
1870 61 15 24 100 % 
1880 58 17 25 100 % 
1890 54 21 25 100 % 
1900 53 21 26 100 % 
Source: Suomen taloushistoria. 3, Historiallinen tilasto. (ed. Vattula) 1983, 380–381. 
[Historical statistics.] 
The term industrialization denotes in particular social and societal changes. In 
that case is referred to productive and technical changes and transformations – 
                                                   
23In the late half of the 19th century took place the transition (concerned the source of the power) 
from water to steam in the sawmill-industry (Ahvenainen 2005, 26–40). This was remarkable 
transition concerned the production process.   
24NB also the meaning of knowledge and networks. See for ex. Kallioinen 2003; Kallioinen 2004. 
25The title of table in Finnish: Kansantuotteen jakautuminen toimialoittain 1860–1900. 
(prosenttiosuuksina (%)). 
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like for example to implementation of new techniques and new ways of pro-
duction – but also to the social and economic effects of change. Industrialization 
changed both, the ways of production and social (and societal) life. Social 
changes were typically going hand in hand with work26 and with the changes of 
up to then typical features of work. Social changes were also linked with hous-
ing and migration – and along with these the questions of urbanization. (For ex. 
Kerkelä 1996; Heikkinen & Heinonen & Kuusterä & Pekkarinen 2000, 19, pas-
sim; Hopkins 2000, 57–83; Hietala 1987, 28–29, 32, 107–122; Flora 1973. See also 
Nowak & van Ewijk 2010, 130–136; Rodgers 2001, 112–159, 394–395. On migra-
tion and the changes of positioning spatially and locally, Hall 2003; Massey 
2003.)  
These changes in production and economic structures as well as in social 
life are conceptualized with the terms of industrialization. Despite the fact that 
industrialization is typically referred to the processes of industrialization, in a 
narrow understanding, there has certainly been industrial production – i.e. 
production activity understood as industrial production in its time – already at 
an earlier stage. (Haapala 1989, 39–40; see also Jaakkola 1994, 71–73; Aro & 
Jokivuori 2010, 277, passim.)  
However, industrialization and its consequences were not happening sud-
denly; they occured rather local and had the various consequences. Industriali-
zation is often viewed as an epithet of western European societies especially 
since WWII; industrialization conceptually included the connotations of mo-
dernity and progress. In that case, industrialization is understood and inter-
preted both as major turning point and the meaningful root of and route to-
wards modern society in today’s understanding.27 Typical for the interpretations 
of industrialization has been a certain dualistic reduction. On the one hand, 
industrialization – as social change and the cause of (social) erosion – has been 
interpreted as the source and the cause of social problems or their accelerator. 
On the other hand, there has been strong emphasis on technical progress espe-
cially in economic meanings, in a particular way of the development of the 
means of production. (Haapala 1989, 39–40; Roders 2001; see also Jaakkola 1994, 
71–73; Aro & Jokivuori 2010, 277, passim.)  
Interpretations may be relatively limited bearing also possible value judg-
ments. Nevertheless, at the core of the research on industrialization stands the 
aim of comprehending industrialization (Haapala 1989, 40). On the one hand, 
                                                   
26On work as societal relation and on the societal meanings of work, Koistinen 1999; Kerkelä 1996. 
On livelihood as (the part of the) societal structure, Kerkelä 1996, 281–293. 
27The role of industrialization has been analyzed and reflected with new perspectives and 
problematizations in research discussions since the 1980s (Haapala 1989, 39). This is connected 
with the changes of the phrasing of question and the openings of the so called The New History 
(La Nouvelle Historie). New histories has also discussed for ex. women’s social position in history 
and society: ‘Hidden from history’ was one of the first openings into the women’s history in the 
1970s (Kent 2012, 50). 
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this means the problematization of the concept of and discourse about industri-
alization as well as the questions of societal changes (at the turn of the 20th cen-
tury). On the other hand, it is linked with social and societal changes that are 
going hand in hand with industrialization and the translation into contextual 
experiences in specific times and places. The dualism of interpretations consid-
ering industrialization has been typical from the very beginning of the process 
of industrialization: other interpretations emphasized industrialization especial-
ly as accelerator of productive and economic opportunities while other inter-
pretations discussed the impacts of social alienation and other negative conse-
quences28. (Haapala 1986, 11–12; Haapala 1989, 39–45; Jaakkola 1994, 71–72. See 
also Klinge 1977; Reitala 1977.)  
The factory had been seen as metaphor for both, the hopes and fears of the 
change, reflecting also the different interpretations of meanings, consequences, 
directions and tempo concerned the social and societal changes of industrializa-
tion. A factory, as the metaphor of the ongoing change, had been seen with dif-
ferent meanings opening different perspectives. (Gray 1987; Kettunen 1994, 32.) 
Other social, economic and political changes occured simultaneously, though 
they were not immediate part of the industrialization. These complex and mul-
tidimensional processes were encountered in various ways (Kerkelä 1996, 281). 
Social and societal changes, which begun in the second half of the 19th century, 
have been conceptualized as modernization; they have been described typically 
with expressions of movement29, shift and transformation, all of them highlight-
ing the newness of changes. (Haapala 1989, 62; Rodgers 2001, 391–408.) Accord-
ing to Rasila (1982, 13–14), diversification of the structures in which livelihood 
had been embedded – as reflection of the overall change of the societal basis – 
had been especially characteric for the first period of industrialization in Fin-
land. 
According to Rasila (1982, 13), the societal foundation can be understood in 
various ways. If this understanding containing also30 ideas around social life, 
activity and agency and ideas on choices made in the societal context, the ques-
tion of the social and societal changes in the first period of industrialization 
may be linked to questions of shifts, changes and transformations of social, 
political and societal worldviews. They expressed changing social and political 
ideas, values and outlooks and thus concerned the approach and structure of 
social life. The process of the formation of social policy with its modern mean-
                                                   
28In Finnish: Tulkinnat ovat vaihdelleet jyrkästi tehtaan ’valon ja varjon’ välillä.  (Haapala 1986, 11–
12; Haapala 1989, 39–45; Jaakkola 1994, 71–72. See also Klinge 1977; Reitala 1977.) 
29See for ex. from the following books (written in Finnish): Käsitteet liikkeessä (2003), Kansa liikkeessä 
(1989) and Haapala 2007; Kuisma 2007. See also 1993, 203–227. 
30In Finnish: ’- - mutta jos sitä ei rajata koskemaan vain yhteiskunnan väestötilastollisia jakaumia - -’ 
(Rasila 1982, 13). Translation freely in English: ’- - but if it is not limited just to describe the 
statistical distribution on population - - ‘ (Rasila 1982, 13). According to Rasila (ibid.) the question 
was even on the breakage of the previously dominant set of ideas on societal lives.) (Rasila 1982, 
13.) 
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ings expressed, for its part, the changes of social and political thoughts and 
ideas. The emerging modern social policy was also a way of conceptualize con-
temporary social and societal changes. 
Changes were encountered also in the agrarian way of living 
It is typical to view agrarian society31 as the contrary to industrialized society 
(NB: also the dualism of ‘Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft’ -categories used by F. 
Tönnies). See also Kangaspunta 2011, 18; Rantalaiho 1994, 16–19.) Agrarian and 
industrial as the epithets of society are ideas that are conceptualized in order to 
understand the great social and societal changes. (Haapala 1989, 46–47, 52; 
Kerkelä 1996.) (On industrialization and life in the English countryside, see for 
ex. Hopkins 2000, 84–99.) Living in the countryside had been distinctively lo-
cal,32 albeit not static.  
In the agrarian society people got their livelihood from agriculture and its 
subsidiary trades (Haapala 1989, 48–52; Jaakkola 1994, 73, 86–88). However, 
agrarian society was not static33 (Häkkinen & Tervonen 2005, 28; Haapala 1989, 
46–47, 52; Häkkinen 2005). Life in the Finnish countryside were not static in the 
19th century nor at the beginning of the 20th century, and especially people who 
lived near to the increasing networks of roads and railroads met many people 
from outside in their everyday life (Häkkinen & Tervonen 2005, 28; Häkkinen 
2005).  
Various members of various occupational groups were also present in the 
countryside: in addition to sellers, bricklayers or ditchers, seasonal workers 
(roaming because of seasonal character of their work), different vagabonds and 
other wanderers were met. Causes of roaming were for example (a) year(s) of 
crop failure, which caused them to beg, and for example also economic depres-
sion may have caused lack of work, and then for example the jacks of all trades’ 
were moving from cities to the countryside in search of work. (Häkkinen & 
Tervonen 2005, 28; Haatanen 1981, 140; Häkkinen 2005.)  
Even from the viewpoint of production, societal changes were not just a 
matter of industrialization also the agrarian production itself encountered tran-
                                                   
31As the definition of the research subject ’agrarian society’ is relevant, but not as an explanation of 
society and societal lives before industrialization (Haapala 1989, 46–47, 52).  
32’Peasant Studies’ refers to research concerned time and lives when locality was a meaningful 
attribute as societal matter. ‘Peasant society’ is more relevant (or natural) epithet as part of the 
society, reflecting certain characters of particular society, than the (great) definition of the whole 
society. The research orientation is connected with thematic of strength of local tradition and so 
called steer-ability at grass-roots level. This is expressed for ex. with observations, that people’s 
customs and ways to live are not necessarily meeting the description mentioned in authoritative 
sources. – Research is needed to open different viewpoints and to explain why the source is 
‘telling’ just like it is (i.e.for ex. why descriptions about the very same phenomenon may vary). 
(Haapala 1989, 52.) 
33On local places, roaming and meeting in the Finnish countryside, for ex. Häkkinen 2005; Häkkinen 
& Tervonen 2005. 
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sitions34. The change of the structure of agrarian production – the shift from 
crop husbandry and multifaceted animal husbandry (with subsidiary trades) 
towards dairy cattle farming – as way of intensive agriculture – began in Fin-
land in the late 19th century. The beginning of changes in the productive sector 
hugely affected social life in agrarian communities: because society was distinc-
tively agrarian, the modernization of production affected societal life to a re-
markable extent. (See Jaakkola 1994, 86–88; Häkkinen & Peltola 2005, 47; 
Markkola 1986, 72. Also Peltonen 1999b, 186–197; Rodgers 2001, 8–32, 318–342, 
367–408.) 
Taking the beginning of the industrialization and other diversifications of 
the economic structure into account, Finland was, after all, still distinctively 
agrarian during the first half of the 20th century (Rasila 1982, 13–14; see also for 
ex. Ahvenainen 2005, 87–88). If the type of society is defined by the ratio of na-
tional income or the employment by sector, Finland can be seen as distinctively 
agrarian even until the 1950s. After that the type of the society (defined by the 
mentioned ratios) moved towards the pattern of a service society. Nevertheless, 
the character of the society or societal life cannot be described as whole by just 
one definition or variable. (Haapala 1989, 41, 51. See also Kerkelä 1996, 291–
293.) Significations of different livelihoods on societal changes present them-
selves by their social and societal consequences: Livelihoods are expressed by 
the ways they are structuring societal lives, economy and production, i.e. by the 
way in which they will be placed locally and globally as well as on the state-
level or by the impacts of different livelihoods considering economic changes. 
(See for ex. Kerkelä 1996, 293.) The question is about the contextual understand-
ing of social and societal changes as a whole as well as the contextual interac-
tions of the causes of changes. 
 
Constructing cities and the new way of living – Urbanization? 
Industrialization and urbanization are typically viewed as linked processes. 
However, in Finland the processes of industrialism were formed mostly in the 
countryside while cities were in general small. (Jaakkola 1994, 76–77.) Industri-
alization moved to villages and it was formed centrally in the countryside by 
closely linking to natural conditions and resources as well as local possibilities 
and the available means of communication35. 
Industrialization and urbanization were in some cases not simultaneous 
cases. An example of the relations between industrialization and urbanization 
in Finland is their parallel occurence. In that case, modernizing city were form-
ing along with industrialization. Examples are the following areas and respec-
tive cities: the north of Pitkäsilta in Helsinki, Raunistula in Turku, Pispala and 
                                                   
34On the credit granting of agriculture related to social policy, Kuusterä 1989, 334–337. On the 
changes, for ex. Mikkola 2009, 144–153. 
35Hence, microhistorical research, for ex. about lives and interactions between industrialized 
communities and distinctively agrarian communities may open some research viewpoints. 
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Kyttälä in Tampere and Kolikkoinmäki in Viipuri. Other examples are the cases 
of Varkaus, Valkeakoski, Kuusankoski and Forssa. In these places, moderniza-
tion and new ways of life, like urbanization, were formed little by little around 
industrialism. In that case, industrialization played a distinctive role on the 
changing ways of social lives. (Pulma 1987, 75–76; see also Pulma 1999, 172–176; 
Hietala 1987, 59, 123, 131, 134, passim.) On the earliness or lateness and local-
ness of industrialization in Finland, for ex. Haapala 1999b, 211.) 
In Finland, the cities were mainly the centers of commerce and administra-
tion inhabited by merchants, traders and craftsmen at the beginning of the 19th 
century. Some degree of self-sufficiency of the household – at very least main-
taining a small garden or even some agricultural characteristics – was a typical 
feature also in the cities. (Juntto 1990, 73.) Urbanization, as part of the societal 
changes, changed the spheres and dimensions of activities. Urbanization is 
connected, for example, with forming new ways of mobility at the turn of the 
20th century; urbanization was also expressed in tandem with new forms of 
mobility. From the second half of the 19th century to about 1920, the ratio of 
migration as part of the growth of the population in the cities of Finland made 
up 75 %. (Jaakkola 1994, 80.) 
The move to the cities occured typically from immediately adjunct areas, 
i.e. from the neighborhoods although moves to Helsinki were made also from 
further away. (Jaakkola 1994, 80.) The emergence of a housing market was also 
formed durinh the late half of the 19th century, when house owners in the cities 
leased rooms for people who – possibly just temporarily – moved to the city. 
The building of tenements also took forms around this time. (Juntto 1990, 83–
92.) With all this, social ways of living changed also in the cities. 
Discussions the areas round of cities, suburbs, were started along with 
construcing cities, along with urbanization in the second half of the 19th century 
(Juntto 1990, 82–86). The residential communities of the outskirts of the cities 
have been interpreted also as the reflections of social and societal changes in 
their time, because those residential communities were in fact neither urban nor 
the rural ways of housing. Their contextual position was viewed even as a con-
temporary problem.  
The residential communities on the outskirts of the city can be located nei-
ther in the city nor in the countryside although social lives in those areas con-
tained characteristics of both the rural and industrialized ways of social life. 
Even workers in the cities had their roots mainly or typically in the countryside 
(Jaakkola 1994, 80). On the other hand, workers’ sphere of social life and the 
concrete location had been a city or at least some immediate area in the neigh-
borhood of the city. The processes of urbanization (and industrialization) were 
part of lived and experienced societal changes albeit they were also vice versa 
constructing those changes. 
Organizing housing is a central matter of social and societal lives. Housing 
became a matter of social and socio-political discussions during the second half 
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of the 19th century, when the question of housing – which is typically defined 
as the roots of the modern housing policy36 – was included in social and politi-
cal jargon (Juntto 1990, 72–78; see also Rodgers 2001, 112–130, 391–408). 
According to Juntto (1990, 24, 57–134), the typical feature of the actions of 
housing policy at the turn of the 20th century was philanthropy employed by 
principles as guidance, health and technical innovations. As the matter of the 
societal discourse, the question of housing was connected also with reformist 
social ideas and activities37. Housing had been seen as very concrete arena for 
reforms (Juntto 1990, 98–99). (Juntto 1990, 57–134; Rodgers 2001, 112–130, 391–
408; Markkola 1994, 23, 134–151, 186, passim.) The questions of housing were 
also impacted on the questions of organizing social life. 
The cities encountered changes during the 19th century and at the begin-
ning of the 20th century. According to Juntto (1990, 83), two different symbolic 
milieus had been established in the cities. This refers to the different spatial 
characteristics of social life; it refers also to the establishment of socio-spatial 
difference. The symbolic dimensions of the milieu, housing and social living are 
conceptualized in two different life worlds and the difference between them.  
Typical for the question of housing in Finland in the late half of the 19th 
century was the following discussions about these questions in other European 
countries. At the beginning of the 20th century, some practical projects were 
started and along with the efforts of reshaping municipal engineering also a 
new infrastructure had been set up. Forming the ideas about city (or urban) 
planning – i.e. ways to view a city as space which can be engineered or de-
signed – emerged also at the turn of the 20th century. (Juntto 1990, 100–105; 
Rodgers 112–130, 160–208, 391–408. On the urbanization and the changes of 
cities as well as on the changes of the public sphere, Kangaspunta 2011, 18; see 
also Aro 2011; McGrew 1992, 68. On a city as the stage or the (public) arena of 
modern, for ex. Aro & Jokivuori 2010, 222–223.) Ideas about a city as social 
space which could be engineered and designed are also linked with the con-
temporary changes of the societal lives. The changes were also spatial. 
Industrialization and the growth of cities raised demand for the workforce 
not only in industry but especially in the fields of building and trade. However, 
migration, mobility towards cities, happened on a large scale leading also to 
‘the oversupply of workforce’, particularly because many jobs were more or less 
temporarily and seasonal. The seasonality of paid work and the oversupply of 
workforce made unemployment a major social risk especially in the cities with 
                                                   
36The questions of housing were brought into societal discussion in the late half of the 19th century 
by ’the first Finnish housing politician’ Zacharias Topelius (Juntto 1990, 75). See also Fewster 2006, 
127–142; Markkola 1994, 135. 
37The themes of guidance and health were connected not only with the question of housing but also 
with wider discussion on improving social conditions (Juntto 1990, 57–134). 
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the high rate of migration. (Häkkinen & Tervonen 2005, 26; see also Häkkinen & 
Peltola 2005, 48–49; Haapala 1999b; Hietala 1987.) 
Social and societal changes at the turn of the 20th century have been de-
scribed and conceptualized for example with the concept of mobility. Concep-
tualizing mobility refers not only to social changes but also the various new 
ways of communications38 that emerged at the times. In connection with socie-
tal changes and their observations, the concept of mobility can refer to migra-
tion. Changes happened concerned with the likelihood of migration in the late 
half of the 19th century (legislative change, in particular the decree on migration 
1879) (Pulma 1987, 75–76). The first period of migration is seen in the 1880s, 
going on until the first half of the 1910s39. This was caused partly by the changes 
of the previously typical characteristics of work; typical of the period was mov-
ing especially because of work. (Haapala 1989, 64; Haatanen 1981, 140.)  
Of course there migration meant emigration as well as immigration – espe-
cially because of work and livelihood – in the context of Finland already before 
the half of the 19th century. However permanent or long-lasting movement to 
another place was relatively low. Migration was understood by a conceptual 
way of urbanization and movement in, out and within (i.e. immigration, emi-
gration, migration40) Finland in the late half of the 19th century. Contemporary 
discussions concerned especially the questions of emigration. The formation of 
migration studies is also taking place in the second half of the 19th century. At 
that time, various information gatherings were organized concerned contempo-
rary phenomena. Information was gathered to observe and to understand mi-
gration from the countryside to industrializing areas.41 (On migration and the 
thematic of ideas considering the meanings of places, for ex. Hall 2003; Massey 
2003.) 
Urbanization, industrialization and the new ways of migration evoked 
questions and even fears: fears were concerned with the erosion of traditional 
social values and their socially shared meanings (Haapala 1989, 64). This is 
connected with the changes of both official and especially unofficial institu-
tions. The direct and indirect impacts of the rural institutions with their local 
features are for example something that suggested by industrialization and 
industrial(ized) institutions. In this context, unofficial institutions can be under-
stood, for example, as ways of socialization into a particular context, ‘teaching’ 
social conventions and practices of the factory.42 – For example ideas on ‘shad-
                                                   
38See for ex. Kuisma 1993, 203–227.  
39Another, less studied period (’the great migration’) is timed in years ca. 1960–1975 (Haapala 1989, 
64). 
40See also Engman 1989; Hietala 1987; Nowak & van Ewijk 2010, 130–136. 
41There are many models on the motives of migration. Work is typically viewed as an explanation, 
especially because of its wider connections with economic situations and structural changes as 
well as the questions of organizing social lives in societal context(s). (Haapala 1989, 63–64.) 
42Sociological research on industrialization and on encountering industrial and agrarian ways of 
living as a change of social every-day lives in Finland, for ex. Ahponen & Järvelä 1983. Ahponen 
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ows’ or ‘light’ of the factory, i.e. with negatively or positively loaded impres-
sions of industrialization, are bounded with the points of view (Haapala 1986; 
Jaakkola 1994, 71–72). 
The cities were – if compared with cities in other countries – relatively 
small in Finland at the turn of the century. However, the speed of their growth 
was rapid at the end of the 19th century although it is remarkable that the ratio 
of people who lived in the countryside was still substantial at the beginning of 
the 20th century. (Markkola 2002, 106–107; Haapala 1999b, 203.) Urbanization or 
the processes of constructing cities in the modern understanding were raising 
complex questions. The interpretations of urbanization are typically contradic-
tory. The interpretations of urbanization as well as urbanization as the experi-
enced changes of social lives are interesting when it comes to question of social 
history and social policy. 
Industrialization changed societal life in the second half of the 19th century: 
industrialization meant not only the changes of production but it also impacted 
on social and economic life. Social changes occured on the macro level as well 
as on micro level of daily life. For example migration, the questions of urbaniza-
tion, the new questions of work and livelihood and demographic factors in local 
contexts, coined social changes and the ways in which they were experienced 
locally. 
However, social and societal changes were not only linked with industrial-
ization and urbanization. The agrarian way of production changed at the same 
time as had been the ways of living in the countryside. Changes were also en-
countered in the ways of social and political thoughts and ideas – new ideas 
were built and previous ideas and practices gained new meaning. The changes 
of social lives resulted also in changing social, political and socio-political 
thoughts and ideas and new ways of conceptualizing and interpreting social 
phenomena.  
 
 
3.2  SOCIAL SECURITY AND SOCIAL CHANGES 
 
Security and insecurity as social phenomena are confined with time (Hellsten 
1981, 236). They are social expressions and the ways of social practic in a partic-
ular place with certain socio-political and ideological emphases and in particu-
lar economic situations. They are conceptually linked to socio-cultural changes 
that go hand in hand with industrialization (Hellsten 1981, 236, 242; Rauhala 
1996, 9–10, 40, passim). 
 
                                                                                                                            
& Järvelä (1983) have researched (with interviews) the industrial way of work and the transitions 
to industrial work and community from the viewpoint of changes of living and everyday life. 
(That research was a part of broader research project about the changes of living.) 
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Current discussion and outlooks 
Typical of today’s ideas of social security (policy) is that social security is de-
fined as ‘those practices, carried out by public agency, which are orientated to 
complete the aim of security43 (Helne 2003, 25). The theme “of production of 
social security” is organized in two parts in the discussions and institutional 
basis of current social security systems. Social security is viewed as social ser-
vices (or later welfare services) and income transfers (Helne 2003, 25; on termi-
nology of social maintenance, Helne 2003, 25; see also Anttonen 1997, 140). This 
dualistic crystallization is conceptually expressing concern with social work 
and services. Practices are mostly a matter of the social insurance system, typi-
cally taking the concrete form of income transfers. 
Such view focuses on contextual difference between social services and in-
come transfer or social insurance concerned with their production and concep-
tualization. Social services, or welfare services, are multidimensional entireties 
concerned with care and maintenance. Social services are not necessarily caring 
work – albeit they could be also that. The number of social services has been 
interpreted as reflection of how much care is a matter of socio-political discus-
sion and organizing (Anttonen 1997, 139). This is also reflecting the ways of 
defining the spheres and agency concerned with the public and the private. 
Security and insecurity as experience of the (social) world and social 
reality 
Castel (2007, 18) states that the experience of social insecurity is something that 
can be found in all stages of history encountered in different time and places. 
However, the topic remained by and large invisible because people concerned 
had been typically without the power of speech.44 
The quest for security is, on the one hand, universal, human. On the other 
hand, comprehension and the ways of defining security and insecurity45 are 
contextual. Security – or insecurity, as it’s opposite – is referred to as internal 
(experienced) or external (the so called objective) state, feeling or experience. 
The conceptual usage of security in the various contexts of social and political 
jargon has constructed nuances and different layers of meaning. (Hellsten 1981, 
235–237; Kaufmann 1970.) 
Castel (2007, 5) writes on social security and insecurity. He presents two 
basic types of mechanisms of (social) security namely social and general societal 
                                                   
43Transl. by  MT. In Finnish: ’niihin julkisen vallan toimenpiteisiin, joilla sosiaalisen turvallisuuden 
tavoitetta yritetään toteuttaa’ (Helne 2003, 25). 
44On the questions of social history research subject and the ways of approaching it, Haapala 1989, 
18. 
45Research on security, for ex. Niemelä 2003; Niemelä et al. 1997 (ed.); Niemelä & Lahikainen 2000 
(ed.); Koskela 2009. According to Castel (2007, 19), the ism of modernism which became more and 
more dominant since the 18th century has been nonchalant at least at first concerned insecurity 
and its problems. 
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mechanisms of (social) security. The mechanisms of security mean ways and 
practices to produce and reproduce social security. General or universal societal 
mechanisms of security are referring to principles of the constitutional state, 
basic rights, civil rights and property rights. Social mechanisms of (social) secu-
rity are referred to the encounters and provisions of various conditions (with 
themes and situations conceptualized as social risks) met in human social lives. 
(Castel 2007, 5.) It is about questions of (the limits of) (in)security and cultural 
ideas and social institutions considering the processes of producing and repro-
ducing social security. 
 
Social security 
There are many definitions of security; typical for them is approaching and 
defining security through its opposite, insecurity. As Koskela (2009, 103) de-
fines, insecurity means ‘almost everything which human beings view as risk for 
their future’46. Security, as such, is a concept which is used also widely in every-
day discussions. Nevertheless, Koskela (2009, 63) opens the concept of security 
by stating that naming something (as) security is a political act. That political 
act is concerned with defining relations between individual and collective agen-
cy. Thus, defining security is a matter of continued negotiation. (Koskela 2009, 
63, 103.) Conceptualizations of security are thus highly contextual.  
The connections between social policy and social security are multidimen-
sional (for ex. Hellsten 1993, 249, 469–490, passim). Hellsten (1981, 235–236) 
defines that ’there are many ways of securing life against risks, but social securi-
ty - - is the modern answer to that problem’47. (Systems of) Social security48 
means practices that are constructing and organizing (social) security49 
(Hellsten 1981, 236). Social security is referring to practices which are organized 
                                                   
46Translated by MT. 
47Translated by MT.  
48According to Hellsten (1981), the crises of social policy or social security (systems) are typically 
referred to financing, i.e. to the crises of costs and to the attributes of system or its aims (Hellsten 
1981, 235). On the social role of state, Castel 2007, 23. 
49Forming concept ’social security’ is timed and placed in the United States in the 1930s. Neverthe-
less, those discussions were concerned primarily economic safety. However, in that context, social 
was mainly referred to the way of producing economic security, i.e. producing it societal way. 
Lord Beveridge has a central role concerned developing social security as well as concerned the 
conceptual changes of social security. Lord Beveridge made a plan for social security in England 
at the beginning of the 1940s. Beveridge’s plan of social security was addressed against ‘the five 
giants’. (For ex. Hellsten 1981, 239; Riihinen 2007, 4.) International Labour Organization (ILO) 
made concept ’social security’ known at international level(s). Legislative reform in France had an 
effect on expanding the interpretations of social security by emphasizing the multidimensionality 
of security and its meanings in social and societal lives. (Hellsten 1981, 237–239.) Forming the 
conceptual and practical ways of viewing social security was a part of process where the principle 
of general help and maintenance were tried to be connected with the ideas of social insurance 
which was typically based on work contribution (Hellsten 1981, 244). On conceptual problematic 
of social security and welfare state in France and USA during the 20th century, Béland 2011.Also 
Skocpol & Ritter 1991. 
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as remedy for the consequences of social risk, i.e. encounters which are defined 
as social risks (Hellsten 1981, 246). Developing social security system was begun 
as such after WWII (Hellsten 1981, 247).  
Thus, (the) social security (system) is relatively new as concept (with its 
emphasis of modern), and from the viewpoint of producing social security it is 
part of defining, organizing and viewing relations between individual and col-
lective. (Hellsten 1981, 236.) Social security is widely connected with questions 
of human security50, i.e. ontological security. Social security is connected with 
the ways of constructing ontological security. In some way social security can be 
described as an institutionalized and systematic way of producing social securi-
ty. 
Social security is also a matter of value considerations of social and politi-
cal thinking. Security is also key value in the field of social policy (on values 
and social policy, for ex. Hellsten 1993, 11, 33, passim; on ethical outlooks, for 
ex. Pietarinen & Poutanen 2000, on metaethics, von Wright 2001, 25–26, passim). 
Defining security and insecurity is also concerned the definitions of social limits 
and relations between individual and collective (for ex. Koskela 2009, 30–31). 
Security, as the matter of social policy, may be referring to different questions, 
encounters and matters of insecurity met in lives. They can be connected with 
economic insecurities or the insecurity of labour market. Security is also a part 
of processes concerned constructing identity51. (Koskela 2009, 34–35; Bäckman 
& Stenman 2004, 39–48.) 
Social security is matter of social relations. Social dimension is connected 
with interactional social relations in the processes of constructing identity. It 
emphasizes the meaning of social look,52 i.e. how social relations and responsi-
bilities are viewed. Insecurity may also a matter of fearing exclusion (from some 
particular social connection or society) (Koskela 2009, 34–35; Hortulanus & 
Machielse 2006; McAfee 2000, 159–161, passim). Thus, Koskela (2009, 40) states 
that social exclusion is a social and spatial process.53 Security is social, spatial 
and temporal phenomena. The experiences and meanings of security are con-
structed contextually. 
 
Theme: The places of care and security – The community of care and 
shared responsibilities 
Changes 
The legislative changes undertaken in the second half of the 19th century con-
                                                   
50On human security, for ex. Niemelä & Lahikainen 2000 (ed.); Alm & Juntunen 2010 (ed.). 
51On nowadays’ insecurity, Koskela 2009, 34–35, passim.  
52Faces are meanings without context (Levinas 1996, 74). Faces are bearing human meanings and 
histories. 
53Social cohesion and the senses of belonging are constructed and reconstructed with social ties. On 
social exclusion as the phenomena of collective and social, Castel 2007, 33. 
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cerned with the freedom of trade; contemporary shifts also concerned legal 
protection and the freedom of movement which have an effect on the way of 
organizing social lives. The system of social responsibilities, which had been 
based in the patriarchal structures, was crumbling away and social responsibili-
ties became gradually organized in new ways. (Pulma 1987, 64; Markkola 1994, 
16–22.) 
Guilds’ systems of savings fund in the cities 
In the context of class society, the ways of producing social security were com-
plex. A guild had its own systems of savings fund for protecting and securing 
members’ lives for instance in cases of illness. The system was organized to 
safeguard and to compensate economic loss caused by interruptions or end of 
working life. The system of savings fund was typically based on the contribu-
tion from the breadwinner54 of the family. However, the terms of reference of 
the system of savings fund was the class society; estates have their own, dis-
crete – partly official, partly inofficial – systems for producing and organizing 
social security. The systems were a way to reckon with different situations of 
lives and a way to anticipate their consequences. (Pulma 1994, 43–45; Hellsten 
1993, 117–118; Jaakkola 1986, 18–19. See also Anttonen 1997, 155–156, passim; 
Rodgers 2001, 217, 209–235.) 
 
Paternalism55 – The way of producing social security in industrial 
communities 
Industrial communities have a specific system to produce social security which 
was called paternalism. Paternalism was a kind of social network based on so-
cial relations and the ideas of reciprocity: workers were offered various em-
ployment (contract) based guarantees and cultural advantages. Workers’ an-
swer to that was the commitment to the social order. (See for ex. Koivuniemi 
2000.) The paternalistic system was also a typical attribute of social lives in 
communities in the context of estate based society. It was a kind of meeting 
point of the unofficial and official ways of producing social security. It was 
merged both, the work contribution based system and the paternalistic ways of 
producing social security. However, the ways of producing social responsibili-
ties were also changed along with societal modernization (for ex. Koivuniemi 
2000). Producing and reproducing social security were constructed, amongst 
other things, as guarante housing, the sickness funds and health care as part of 
paternalist system. Guaranteeing food supplies played also an important role 
(Koivuniemi 2000, 93). 
                                                   
54On strategies, working and breadwinners, Markkola 1994, 96–125; Markkola 1986, 74–84.  
55Paternalism can be a value charged concept also in theoretical, conceptual and semantic sense. 
(For ex. Anttonen 1997; Hämäläinen 1993, 68–71.) However, as the way of producing social 
security and social relations, paternalism is not only the phenomenon of the so called traditional, 
pre-modern times, see Kettunen 1994, 17. 
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In those cases when the industrial community did not produce food sup-
plies, guaranteeing food supply or enabling their purchasing was key questions 
concerned organizing social living especially in the countryside. This has to be 
seen against the background commerce not being allowed in the countryside 
before 1859, i.e. shops could only be opened in the second half of the 19th centu-
ry. (See for ex. Koivuniemi 2000, 93–94. Appendix 2.) Commerce was concen-
trated in the cities; it was privileged for the cities.  
The social systems in industrial communities included – in addition to 
producing social security for the various situations of lives caused by possible 
interruptions of employment – also cultural aims, like providing schoolgoing 
for workers and their families. According to the decree of livelihood (1879), the 
employers were responsible to allow underage workers’ attend to school. The 
new school system had been established at this time: the schools in the context 
of industrial communities were discontinued or merged with the constructed 
(elementary) school system at the turn of the 20th century. (Koivuniemi 2000, 95–
96.) The system of (re)producing social security was an ensemble constructed 
by multiple social networks which had been based on the principle of reciproci-
ty in the context of class society.  
The system is called typically ‘paternalism’ (Karonen 2002, 11)56. The basic 
idea of paternalism was guaranteeing social security – by doing so – it also 
aimed on guaranteeing the functionality of the community. (Koivuniemi 2000, 
89). Various ways of producing social security were established in order to ful-
fill of these aims. Inclusion into these systems was based on a contract and 
therein defined work contribution. (Koivuniemi 2000.) However, the basic 
structure of this system was the same over the world (Koivuniemi 2000, 78). 
Paternalism was a complex system of social relations in which social security 
was linked and related to work and work community according to the princi-
ples of reciprocity. The system of maintenance was both instrumental and prac-
tical. It was based, on the one hand, on enabling the production process by es-
tablishing and maintaining circumstances. On the other hand, it had been part 
of constructing social lives in industrial communities in a specific way. 
Paternalism and total benefit were the ideas behind the thoughts of 
maintenance. Securing the continuance of workers – and thus securing the ac-
tivities of the organization – is considered as the primary aim during the second 
part of the 19th century. Constructing and keeping up industrial peace was a 
central aim at the beginning of the 20th century. (Koivuniemi 2000, 78–79, 85.) 
Factories, i.e. industrial communities might have for example sick pay systems 
for safeguarding workers’ livelihood in case of encountered sickness. The sick 
pay systems were established according to the principles of mutualism (mutual 
help) for example in the United Kingdom, Sweden and Germany. The principle 
                                                   
56Term ’paternalism’ is used instead of ’patriarchalism’ especially in Anglo-Saxon context (Karonen 
2002, 11). 
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of savings fund was mutual (self)help but the systems also aimed at eschewing 
the dependency from other systems of help. (Koivuniemi 2000, 85–86, 89; 
Jaakkola 1994, 149–150; Jaakkola 1986. See also Hellsten 1993, 137–146.) 
 
Mutual help and savings fund 
According to Jaakkola (1993, 25), the golden age of workers’ mutual57 help be-
gan in the second half of the 19th century. The aim of mutual systems was the 
production of social security for the members of a particular community. 
(Jaakkola 1993, 25.) Thus, the production and supply of social security was 
based on the membership in particular community; it was based on belonging 
to a particular group. The systems of mutual help are global phenomena. Mu-
tual help organized with the processes of industrialization was carried out with 
various practices. In Finland, the early systems of mutual help for producing 
social security were guilds’ savings funds. Typical examples concerned mutual 
help before industrialization were, for example, the craftsmen’s savings funds 
based on the membership in the relevant guild. Decommission of craft took 
place in the year 1868 but many mutual savings funds, in which membership 
had been defined by the belonging to a specific group, continued still their ac-
tivities.   (Jaakkola 1986; Jaakkola 1993, 25–26.) 
Funds or savings funds for support were established along with industrial-
ization. The principle of these savings funds was to produce and organize social 
and economic security for the members in cases where specifically defined so-
cial risks occured. The workers’ savings funds were especially geared towards 
sickness, pension, entombment or resignation funds or savings funds.  Accord-
ing to Jaakkola (1993, 26), some savings funds reckon with unemployment were 
also established but, these systems were separated from the systems based on 
the principles of mutualism along with the decree of unemployment fund 
(1917). The administrative principle of a system of mutuality was the members’ 
co-ordinate right to participate in decision making. (Jaakkola 1993, 26–27; 
Jaakkola 1986. On international co-operation to counteract unemployment, 
Hellsten 2009, 17, 25.) 
The mutual systems were typically (work) community based, local and 
deeply founded in the work community in Finland at the second half of the 19th 
century. In other European countries, also workers’ general savings funds were 
established but in Finland they were minor. This has been explained with the 
attributes “industrialization” and “urbanization” in Finland. (Jaakkola 1993, 
35.) The main line of industrialization in Finland was mostly formed in the 
countryside, i.e. within the agrarian context or in connection with rural com-
munity and context. 
                                                   
57On history and practices of mutual help, see Jaakkola 1993. Some mutual systems: ‘Friendly 
societies’ (UK), ‘socorros mutuos’ (South America), ‘Odd Fellows’ (USA), ‘Hilfskassen’ (Germany), 
‘Sociétés de secours mutuels’ (France) (Jaakkola 1993, 25–26). 
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Industrial communities formed social life in a specific way and the ways of 
viewing and organizing social responsibilities and security have had their spe-
cific attributes in the context of industrial community. Industrial communities 
formed communities of their own also in the city. (Jaakkola 1993, 35–36.) How-
ever, organizing social responsibilities and producing social security was dis-
tinctively local also in industrial communities. Locality was a typical attribute 
concerned with the way of organizing social security. 
According to Jaakkola (1993, 49), the ideas of a strong state, which were in-
terpreted to be typical for the German way of state thinking, were taken up in 
Finland even before industrialization took up. However, especially developing 
social insurance was tardy. Developing state contextual and state driven prac-
tices concerned with social policy were tardy and the main responsible quarters 
for social security remained based in mutuality and local societies. (Jaakkola 
1993, 49.) 
The beginnings of the formation of the modern welfare state are typically 
set by the date of establishing state-based social insurance systems (Hellsten 
1993, 117; Hellsten 1993, 122–137; Riihinen 1992, 270–271; Jauho 2004; Hellsten 
& Helne 2004; Castel 2007). The welfare state model is often mentioned as the 
most remarkable contribution from the Nordic countries to the world history of 
the 20th century (Hentilä & Krötzl & Pulma 2002, 311; see also Orloff 2005). 
Self-help? – Mutual help 
Work and workers’ conditions were discussed and reflected in Finland by con-
sidering the developments in other European countries. A writer of that time, 
Yrjö-Koskinen, discussed the ways of answering contemporary social questions 
about work and workers’ conditions. He emphasized, on the one hand, the role 
of the state as a protector and negotiator. On the other hand, he introduced the 
mutual help and workers’ associations based on self-help and community based 
help which had been established in some other European countries. (Yrjö-
Koskinen 2001 (1874), 76–77.) However, the form of mutual, particular group-
based help and the production of social security were introduced by reflecting 
the situations in other European countries.  
Somewhat later, at the beginning of the 1910s, Ehrnrooth (2001 (1912), 152–
154) highlighted two ways of answering the current social questions of work 
and employment conditions. He introduced both the mutualities formed by 
group-based rights and duties, though organized and carried out by the state 
and municipalities. (Ehrnrooth 2001 (1912), 152–154.) The legislative role of the 
public agency has been discussed already earlier (for ex. Rein 2001 (1878&1879); 
see also Yrjö-Koskinen 2001 (1874)). 
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Ideas of social insurance – Reflecting the changes of social and politi-
cal ideas 
The ideas of insurance, especially the ideas of social insurance reflect the 
changes that occured in the thinking about social and political ideas and prac-
tices in the second half of the 19th century and at the turn of the 20th century58. 
(Hellsten 1981, 242–244.) According to Kettunen (1994, 13), an aspect of labour 
protection is the reference to social insurance. 
The emergence of social insurance occurs specifically during the second 
half of the 19th century. In those days, it was viewed as an answer guaranteeing 
social security especially for industrial workers. Social insurance had been allo-
cated particularly to industrial workers. The ideas of social insurance and the 
terms of availing of insurance benefits were based distinctively on contributions 
from employment. (Hellsten 1981, 242–244; Orloff 2005; Hellsten 2009, 31; 
Rodgers 2001, 209–266.) With this allocation to a particular group it contributed 
also establishing this group as a specifically coherent entity. 
Social insurance had been an effort to answer the changes that occured in 
societal and social lives and the ways of defining the insecurities of social life in 
changing societal contexts. In Finland, the ideas of social insurance were devel-
oped with reference to discussions taking place in other European countries; 
they were taken especially contemporary continental social and political discus-
sions. The ideas were acquired especially from the German debates on the ques-
tion of work (i.e. employment) and workers. Social insurance in Finland had 
been conceptualized but finally it had not been implemented at that time: its 
realization was tardy in the late half of the 19th century. A juridical result of this 
process was the act of occupational accident insurance (1895).59 (Jaakkola 1993, 
28; Jauho 2004; see also Kettunen 1994, 15–16, 46–55, passim.) 
The emergence of the ideas of insurance meant also the (re)definition of 
risks. Defining social risks, for its part, required definitional basis and also pre-
tension to control them. These had an effect on the debate of time, i.e. the ideas 
of (social) insurance changed both the orientation of the contemporary debates 
as it oriented on anticipating unforeseen situations in life. (Ewald 1995, 76, 81; 
Jauho 2004.)  
Ewald (1995, 80) states that insurance constructs the world of phenomena 
around the concept of risk. The concept of risk is connected with the idea of 
insurance. Insurance required the conceptualization of risk, i.e. defining and 
specifying different occurrences of insecurity. Definition and specification were 
                                                   
58For ex. Ewald (1995) has researched insurance and the emergence of the ideas of insurance. On 
two traditions of the beginnings of insurance, i.e. the Alpine tradition (based on mutual help) and 
the marine insurance (esp. UK), Albert 2004, 24–25, 39. On private insurance and social insurance, 
for ex. Albert 2004; Hellsten & Helne 2004; Ewald 2004; Castel 2007. On the ways of thinking 
insurance and its Nordic comparisons, Kuhnle 1981, 401–408. 
59Jaakkola (1993, 28) defines that the realizations of social insurance were tardy because of ‘the 
period of oppression, world war and political oppositions’. 
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concerned with interpretating situations by applying the concept of risk. These 
situations were reckoned with insurance. Social insurance required to define 
social risks in a concise way. So, by defining social risks in a particular way, the 
way of social life became also defined in a specific way. 
Social security is a modern way of defining and responding to social risks. 
People encountered novel situations of insecurity. Hence, for enabling reacting 
and responding to these (novel) risky situations by providing an institutional 
and systematic framework, they needed to be defined as exactly as possible. By 
doing so, they were actually in tandem producing social life in a particular way. 
Thus, when chancing the ideas of social and political practices, they also 
changed the worldview. However, the life situations are complex and therefore 
we find frequently differences between the time and tempo of emerging needs 
of human beings and institutions dealing with them. 
The concept of risk doesn’t mean or refer to occurrence but it is a way of 
concerned occurrences, as Ewald (1995, 80) states. Hence, insurance can be un-
derstood for example as ‘a technology of risk’ Ewald 1995, 80.) (See also Ewald 
2004, 45–52; Orloff 2005; Albert 2004, 25, passim.) (Ewald 1995, 80; on the con-
cept of risk and social, contextual defining and various viewpoints on risk, for 
ex. Arnoldi 2009, 1, 6, 23–37; Lupton 1999; Giddens 1992, 109–143; Taylor-Gooby 
& Zinn 2006; Zinn & Taylor-Gooby 2006; Mythen 2004; Beck 1986; Ewald 2004, 
45–52.) Making definitions of risk based presuming a conceptual difference 
between risk and danger or coincidental occurrences. Thus, Ewald (1995, 81) 
defines rationality as the principle on which insurance is based: the question is 
about interpreting probabilities. (Ewald 1995, 80–81; Albert 2004.) 
 
Locally defined systems of social care and maintenance 
Social security and its organizing responsibilities were arranged in the social 
contexts of immediate family and the local village before the social and societal 
changes of industrialization. In addition to the agencies of immediate family, 
social security was constructed also by the actors of mercy which were orga-
nized by church and private agencies. (Hellsten 1981, 241–242; Markkola 1994, 
81–85, 124–125; Stark 2009, 172–237, passim; Rahikainen 1991, 37, 55–57, pas-
sim.)  
Local ways of producing social security – organizing it in the context of vil-
lages – had been established as systems of “poor relief” in the 18th century (on 
definitions, Pulma 1994, 48–49, 59). Parishes’ responsibilities for the system of 
poor relief were defined on local and domain levels. Consequently, the system 
was locally different: social, economic and administrative conditions impacted 
on the conditions of organizing the official succour. Thus in the poorer areas, 
people were depending very much on the unofficial ways of support. (Pulma 
1994, 45, 48–49.) 
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In the late of the 18th century and at the beginning of the 19th century, ques-
tions of workforce, poor relief and vagrancy60 were viewed being interconnect-
ed. Lines of action (which were expressed for example in the act of the recruit-
ment (1802)61 and the act of hiring62) emphasized the role of legal protection to 
eschew vagrancy. (Pulma 1994, 56.)  
Vagrancy was defined as deviation from social norms. Legislative changes 
of the regulations of trade activities also had an influence on the questions of 
workforce and the ways of defining ‘vagrancy’ and the questions of poor relief 
as social matters. (Pulma 1994, 51–54; see also for ex. Hellsten 1993, 155, 173, 
passim; Markkola 1994, 16–20.) In the rural societal context and in connections 
with the system of legal protection, poor relief was understood as a temporary 
way of succour which was typically seasonal because of possible variations of 
annual yield (Häkkinen & Peltola 2005, 61; Taylor-Gooby & Zinn 2006, 1; 
Kerkelä 1996, 232–234). 
The need for succour was defined as (the state of) insecurity63 and social 
responsibilities of help in the context of (immediate) community were received 
and also relatively trouble-free, when they were allocated, according to clearly 
defined terms and conditions. Discussions were aroused and opinions were 
divided instead by the ideas and definitions of causes and consequences of 
poverty (discussions about pauperism was an example). The discussion about 
remunerative, i.e. in practical: duty to work64, was also connected with that. 
(Pulma 1994, 58–60; Markkola 1994, 69, 81–85, 124–125; Soikkanen 1966, 92–114; 
Hellsten 1993, 117–122, 139–145; Häkkinen 1999, 112; Haatanen 1981.)  
However, the production and reproduction of social security by others than 
members of the immediate family were secondary. Statutory-based duty for 
providing maintenance obligated (immediate) family. According to the decree 
of poor relief, people who needed help were ordered primarily to turn to rela-
tives and immediate family. In addition to that, the decree of the state of hired 
people was ordered to secure hired people’s life when they reached old age. 
(Pulma 1994, 58–60; Markkola 1994, 69, 81–85, 124–125; Soikkanen 1966, 92–114; 
                                                   
60Katermaa 1986.  
61In Finnish: värväyssääntö (1802) (Pulma 1994, 56).  
62In Finnish: palkollissääntö (1805) (Pulma 1994, 56). 
63In Finnish: ’Suomalaisen agraariköyhyyden historiallinen muotokuva on ollut turvaton vanhus, 
huoltoa vailla ollut lapsi, vammainen tai sairas, [tai] kuljeskeleva yksinäinen kerjäläinen, jolle 
vaivaisapu jakoi niukkoja armopaloja. Hätävuosina avuntarvitsijoiden määrä paisui helposti 
massamittoihin. Tiet täyttyivät avunhakijoiden joukosta. - - ’ (Häkkinen & Peltola 2005, 83.) 
Translation freely in English: ’The portrait of Finnish agrarian poverty has been an insecure 
elderly person, a child without care, a person with disabilities or sickness, [or] a lonely vagabond 
who was getting the exiguous pieces of mercy. In the years when yield was not meeting the 
expectations, there were the masses of people in need. Roads were filled up with people trying to 
find help and succour - - ‘ (Häkkinen & Peltola 2005, 83. See also Haatanen 1981.) On the features 
of agrarian and urban poverty, Häkkinen & Peltola 2005, 83–89. On insecurity, Vuolle 1996, 49. 
64The system of legal protection emphasized work; people who were able to work were placed in 
agrarian work (Häkkinen & Peltola 2005, 43). 
57
  
Hellsten 1993, 117–122, 139–145; Häkkinen 1999, 112; Haatanen 1981.) The pro-
duction of social security was defined distinctively as the duty of immediate 
family and community. 
The reform of local government65 (the decree concerned local government 
in the countryside 1865 and the decree concerned local government in the cities 
1873) transferred social responsibilities from the parishes to municipalities. In 
more concrete terms, this had been about the transfer of responsibilities in 
terms of governance and law from the (Evangelic-Lutheran) church and parish 
to municipalities, i.e. secular bodies. The division was also backed by the decree 
of poor relief (187966), also emphasizing the responsibility of municipalities. 
Along with this shift of responsibility towards municipalities, we find that 
those social responsibilities of church and parish were considered in new con-
text. (Markkola 2002, 88; Soikkanen 1966, 73–479; Toikko 2005, 37, 41–58; Pulma 
1994, 62. Appendix 2.) The administrative transfer of social responsibilities 
(1865) took place during the era in which various social and societal changes 
can be seen and when new social questions – along with social changes – were 
brought to the fore in academic and public debates (Markkola 2002, 148–150). 
The official societal system of organizing social security had been primari-
ly focused on maintenance in the context of municipality called poor relief. 
Until 1922 the decree of poor relief from 1879 maintained its validity. The duty 
and responsibility concerned with providing social security had been primarily 
the duty of individuals and their immediate family this had been the provision 
of the said decree. Municipalities were (since 186567) obliged to help the elderly, 
the sick, the disabled and infants (underage). Helping people who were able to 
work was instead defined in a discretionary way and in the second half of the 
19th century the acceptance of work was condition for getting help. The 
remunerativeness had been practiced with work establishments. (Jaakkola 1993, 
                                                   
65On the ideas and economic background of the reform, Soikkanen 1966, 115–123; on the 
connections of the reform with the other questions of local government, Soikkanen 1966, 128–132.  
66Mandatory obligation of relatives (i.e. typically immediate family) was extended by the decree in 
the year 1879. In addition to that, the responsibilities of municipality were limited only on help 
concerned three groups of people: elderly, infants (underage) and people who were unable to 
work. Grouping was done by age concerned the first two groups, but however, work – or rather 
(un)ability to get livelihood by work – was common for all these definitional bases. It is 
remarkable that to be succoured led to the situation where people were under guardianship: no 
right to complain about the decisions existed. (Pulma 1994, 62.) According to Pulma (1999, 169) 
the key ideas of novel law were liberation and obligation. Liberation was viewed to call 
‘discipline and education’ [kuria ja kasvatusta in Finnish] into play, while the aim was to produce 
the resorts of the system as unwanted as possible. (Pulma 1999, 169.) The number of people 
requesting help was aimed at cut down with the decree. Nevertheless, according to Pulma (1994, 
62), (even this) law was not able to change societal reality [in Finnish: ’Mutta tämäkään laki ei 
kyennyt muuttamaan yhteiskunnallista todellisuutta’ (Pulma 1994, 62)]. The causes of the 
pressure, which was set and directed to the system of poor relief, were connected with the decline 
of social security especially in the countryside. (Pulma 1994, 62, 68.) They are also connected with 
societal changes at that time. 
67The reform of local government, the governmental change of social responsibilities. 
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27; Hellsten 1993, 139–145, 173–186; Markkola 1994, 26; Toikko 2005, 48–58, 137, 
140–153.) 
Individual’s responsibilities for his or her livelihood were emphasized. As 
Markkola (2002, 150) states, ‘the law became stricter, but numbers of poor 
rose’68. The decree of poor relief (1879) was a kind of definition on minimum 
level which – according to Pulma (1987, 76) ‘could be outstripped only with a 
plenary need, adequate economic resources and willingness to search novel 
models of social policy’69 (Pulma 1987, 76).  
At the same time, in the year 1879, the decree of livelihood was enacted 
and removing the restrictions of removal becoming effective with their social 
impacts. (Pulma 1987, 75–76.) As measure aiming on the prevention of poverty 
education played an important role, the cultivation of school system and vari-
ous liberties considering work and livelihood as well as industrial and commer-
cial activity and moving (from an area to another). (Pulma 1994, 58–60. Appen-
dix 2.) This, for its part, manifested changes on the ideas of moving and chang-
es on definitions and the ways of organizing social responsibilities. 
Partly along with ideological changes in the 1860s and 1870s, partly be-
cause of the consequences of the famine years (in the 1860s), the criteria of poor 
relief had been approached with new definitions (expressed in the decree from 
year the 1879, see Appendix 2). Individual responsibilities on earning his or her 
living by work had been emphasized. Social responsibilities were organized in 
the context of municipality and limited to some particular groups of people, 
who were (for one reason or another) seen as being unable to make a living 
from their own work. Municipality could also help as answer on concurrent 
causes, like unemployment or crop failure. (Kuusterä 1989, 237; Hellsten 1993, 
117–122; Häkkinen 1999.) 
The activities which were provide in the framework of the system defined 
as poor relief were typically reacting to the contemporary crises of the 19th cen-
tury. Juridical decrees (1817, 1822) were ordained preventing vagabondage beg-
ging these themes had also been discussed in a wider context at the beginning 
of the 19th century. (Pulma 1987, 66; Pulma 1994, 55–57; Haatanen 1981.) Beg-
ging was ’at least a semi-officially accepted strategy of disadvantaged people 
and the way to share and provide poor relief’ in the agrarian communities even 
at the beginning of the 20th century.70 (Häkkinen 2005, 244.) Begging was part of 
daily lives in particular social contexts, especially if the beggars were local: un-
official help, which was in Finnish called ‘jyvästäminen’71 (sharing grain) was 
                                                   
68In Finnish: ’Laki tiukkeni, mutta köyhien määrät kasvoivat’ (Markkola 2002, 150). 
69In Finnish: ’jonka ylittämiseen saattoivat pakottaa vain ehdoton tarve, riittävät talousresurssit ja 
alttius uusien sosiaalipoliittisten ratkaisumallien hakemiseen’ (Pulma 1987, 76).  
70In Finnish: Kerjääminen oli 1900-l. alussakin ’ainakin puolivirallisesti hyväksytty vähäosaisten 
elämäntapa ja köyhäinavun jakamisen muoto’ (Häkkinen 2005, 244). 
71The sharing of grain was meant unofficial social help and community-contextualized 
maintenance; it was also denoting to community-contextualized social right to get a part of the 
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also organized distinctively in local context (Häkkinen 2005, 244). (See also 
Meeuwisse & Swärd 2002b, 30–32.) 
The decree72 from 1852 on ’guardianship on miserable’ was included de-
cree-like definitions on vagrancy and legal protection. Reassess of that decree 
(1852) led to the decree of poor relief in the year 1879, which was giving juridi-
cal norms to social attitudes and activities considering poverty till the 1920s. 
Effective causes for the decree (1879) were also the experiences of the famine 
years73 in the 1860s. The famine years74 in the 1860s were also influenced by the 
governmental aim of the juridical reshaping on definitions and the ways of 
organizing social responsibilities in the law. (Pulma 1987, 66; Pulma 1994, 55–57; 
Katermaa 1986. See also Alapuro 1999, 223–224. Appendix 2.) 
It had been a question of the right of getting help75, i.e. the legal definition 
of eligibility. Vagabonding and other movements76 raised questions about the 
responsibilities: who was obliged to help whom? Responsibilities for mainte-
nance and social security were core questions. People from other villages and 
places were sent to their home-parish because support had been seen as an ob-
ligation only for local residents. Up to then, the parishes, in which the people in 
question had been previously registered, had to bear the responsible for poor 
relief. (Pulma 1994, 47–48; also Haatanen 1981; Hellsten 1993, 139–145; 
Rahikainen 1991, 31–34, 99.) 
The law of the right of residence (1788) was an effort to pass judgment on 
to begging and vagabonding. These had been social issues which were difficult 
to control. Although this new legal statute defined the limits of the rights of 
movement for landless people, questions about defining and organizing re-
sponsibilities of poor relief continued to be prevalent even into the 20th century. 
The law of the right of residence denied the right of movement from people 
who were expected to turn to help of poor relief. (Pulma 1994, 47–48; Haatanen 
1981; Hellsten 1993, 139–145; Rahikainen 1991, 31–34, 99.) 
                                                                                                                            
crop. (Häkkinen 2005, 244.) In Finnish: ’Jyvästämisellä’ tarkoitettiin yhteisön epävirallista apua, 
joka toisaalta oli nimenomaisesti avustamisen tapa, toisaalta sillä viitattiin myös ’yhteisölliseen 
oikeuteen saada osansa maanviljelyksen tuotosta’ (Häkkinen 2005, 244).  
72A decree was held the status of law at that time (Pulma 1994, 56).  
73On Finnish people’s experiences in the famine years in the 1860s, Häkkinen & Ikonen & Pitkänen 
& Soikkanen 1991 Kun halla nälän tuskan toi. See also Häkkinen & Peltola 2005, 41–45; Häkkinen 
1999. As the concept of collective memory, the famine years in the 1860s are borne similar 
meanings like for ex. economic depression in the USA in the 1930s or famine in Ireland in the 
1840s (Häkkinen & Peltola 2005, 41; Alapuro 1999). 
74The famine catastrophe also increased economic responsibility of (just renewed) local government 
(Pulma 1987, 66).  
75On contemporary discussion, for ex. Markkola 2002, 153–154. Especially gratuitousness of volun-
tary charity was stirred discussion in the turn of the 20th century. The official system of help em-
phasized remunerativeness of help, i.e. help was viewed as ‘a loan’, not as ‘a gift’ (in Finnish: 
‘lainana’ ei ‘lahjana’). (Turpeinen 1991, 172.) On the typologies of economic exchange, Kerkelä 
1996, 159–163. 
76See Häkkinen 2005.  
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Traditionally the principle of residence had been underlying the view on 
eligibility: parish (congregation), family (next kins) and community helped 
their local residents. However, due to a year of crop failure, for example, even 
large groups ended up in poverty, making people depending on support. Wide-
spread vagabonding, the vagabonds seeking work or begging for daily subsist-
ence caused situations, which made it difficult to define the place of their per-
manent residence. (Pulma 1994, 47, 67–68; Taylor-Gooby & Zinn 2006, 1; Mee-
uwisse & Swärd 2002a–b; Katermaa 1986; Rahikainen 1991, 55–57, passim.) 
Official societal maintenance was organized by municipalities at the turn 
of the 20th century. Municipalities had been context for organizing maintenance 
and the local governments had been responsible for producing social security. 
The principles of municipal, communal social provisions were changed at the 
beginning of the 20th century: reorganizing of social responsibilities on the mu-
nicipal level has been guided by the ideas of poor relief77 or rather the guidance 
of miserable. Nevertheless, maintenance as it had been defined by the existing 
system was not able to respond to questions of changing social lives; questions 
of responsibilities for social security could not be answered in a satisfying way. 
(Jaakkola 1993, 27–28.) Changes were encountered not only with respect to offi-
cial institutions but also within informal systems for support. Along with social 
changes, social responsibilities and the practices of organizing social responsi-
bilities were recognized in new ways. 
The legislative reforms – undertaken in the second half of the 19th century 
and – inspired mostly by Liberal ideology were impacted in many ways on 
organizing frameworks for social and economic lives in societal context. For 
example, the decree of livelihood (1879) was impacted not only the dimensions 
of industrial and commercial activity, but also the ways of organizing social 
responsibilities. Essential legislative and governmental change – which impact-
ed on social lives – was the disbanding of the system of legal protection. The 
process for reforming, for example, the statutes on hiring was begun in the year 
1863 when the Diet (of estates) convened. The statutes of legal protection and 
work obligation were removed from the statute on hiring (1865). Transfers of 
official institutions were manifested for example as the conventions of settle-
ment considering payment: payment became a matter of settlement. (Pulma 
1994, 61; Markkola 1994, 69.) 
The opportunities for moving were released by removing the limitations of 
movement: these reforms were done from the half of the 1850s to the 1880s. 
Changes on social and political thoughts and ideas were meant to dismantle 
typical patriarchal systems which had been previously established especially on 
the basis of liberalist ideas. (Pulma 1994, 61–62; Pulma 1987, 64–67, passim; 
Markkola 1994, 17. Appendix 2.) All these changes implied changes and shifts 
of social lives (experienced and conceptualized in societal contexts). 
                                                   
77In Finnish: vaivaishoitoajattelu.  
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Security, insecurity and places of community78 
Organizing societal poor relief took place throughout the 18th century. The 
viewpoint concerned with the production of social security aimed particularly 
on ensuring and maintaining societal order. Right to get help and the societal 
responsibility of helping were in the 18th century in many European countries 
subject of discourses on legislation. Commitments of responsibility were recip-
rocal, linked to the individual and his or her place of an abode. Social responsi-
bilities were organized distinctively in local contexts. Industrialization with 
social and societal changes impacted on the ways in which social responsibili-
ties during and since the 19th century were organized and implemented. 
(Hellsten 1981, 242.)  
The state had a limited role in the context of the production and reproduc-
tion of social responsibilities. The demarcation of social responsibilities was 
connected with institutional differentiation. In practice, it meant that duties of 
health care, poor relief and maintenance of public order became differentiated. 
(Pulma 1994, 62. See also Rodgers 2001, 114. On reciprocity, Stark 2009, 316–317, 
passim. Stark (2009, 317) refers with ’reciprocity’ to a certain ’policy’ (or politics) 
governed, defined, organized and practiced in the context of particular local 
community. On the context of local community, Häkkinen 1999.) 
Changing social and political thoughts and ideas also changed the ways of 
viewing and organizing social responsibilities and the ways of producing social 
security. The fact that social security was called ‘poor relief’79, is not only con-
nected with discussions about poverty (see for ex. Hellsten 1981, 242) but also 
questions of organizing the relation between individual and collective80 dimen-
sions of social responsibilities. The questions of poverty and the problems of 
poor relief were partly viewed by way of developing new approaches (Pulma 
1994, 55–56).  
The previous systems and resources – or even the dispensations? – were 
not able to meet people’s needs under changing social conditions (Pulma 1987, 
76). Social responsibilities were reflected and organized in new ways along with 
social changes. The ideas of social security and the ways of producing social 
security encountered changes. Changes happened also in the thinking about the 
needs of social security. 
The questions of social security are part of organizing, structuring and re-
flecting social and societal life. Social responsibilities are organized in both, the 
context of community and the context of society; the questions of sharing (so-
cial) responsibilities between individual and collective (agency) with different 
                                                   
78On individual’s belong to -relations to some collective and on production of (the feel of) security, 
Castel 2007, 26. 
79In Finnish: köyhäinhoito.  
80On structural changes, Turpeinen 1991, 171 –172.  
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outlooks, structures and the ways organizing the social lives. Social security is 
connected conceptually with the contextual ways of defining social risk81. 
Defining and organizing social responsibilities as poor relief82, i.e. defining 
social responsibilities on the basis of poverty and disability, were meant the 
divide of (the) community in two parts, as ’the helpers’ and ’the recipients of 
help’. These ways of aid and maintenance (relief) included typically as well the 
function of control. However, the ideas of helping were connected with current 
social thinking and current (dominant) ideological outlooks. The ways of organ-
izing social responsibilities are reflected in the ideas of social norms, conven-
tions and other social regulations in emerging from their specific context. At the 
very same time they changed of course this context and influenced in this way 
the way in which social responsibilities were organized. (On the impacts of 
localness on the thoughts and ideas related to social policy, see Häkkinen & 
Peltola 2005, 61). 
Niemelä (1993, 125–126) defines that the means test and charity as socio-
ethical principle of based in morality and ethics rather than referring to rights 
would be ethically better solution than refusing help in general (i.e. not allow-
ing to help or receiving help). Albeit it is problematic because it rivets the ethics 
of social security to the subjective individual experience of pity and mercy. This 
can be problematic concerned the possibilities of authentic encountering of 
subject; it may even further establish or underscore the hierarchical social con-
figuration of subject and object. 
Contemporary writer Ehrnrooth (2001 (1912), 160) discusses mercy as mo-
tive for social responsibilities and care. However, social security is the matter – 
and conceptual and concrete juncture – of social and ethical questions of the 
worldview. Therefore, mercy as motivation behind social security gives extreme 
power to some people, i.e. it is a matter of power and allocating. However, as 
the ethical question, the reflections for example of the ethics of 'anyone', i.e. 
concerned the situations encountered in lives in a way that they could be en-
countered by anyone. It could happen to anyone; in that case, questions about 
social security and care are not only the questions of (caring the) 'other' but they 
are matters of (our)selves. 
 
3.3  IDEAS OF STATE AND THE EMERGENCE OF CIVIL 
SOCIETY 
Societal changes in the turn of the 20th century were not just changes of indus-
trial relations. From the viewpoint of definitions and formation processes of 
                                                   
81Risks are defined socially, see for ex. Arnoldi 2009, 1,6, passim; Castel 2007, 40–46. Also for ex. 
Beck 1986; Mythen 2004; Bäckman & Stenman 2004, 38–48. 
82In Finnish: vaivais- tai köyhäinhoito.  
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social policy (within its modern meanings), for example, societies in the Euro-
pean contexts didn't change just in this one respect; however the significance of 
industrialization as societal change can be seen as dominant. In that case, indus-
trialization is understood as reflecting part of a wider societal modernization83. 
Societal lives were also changed by transformations of social and political 
ideas, activities and practices. These were expressed for example by discussions 
about social and political activity and agency. The emergence of civil society84 
and questions of the modern statehood were essential part of contemporary 
societal changes in Finland. They were reflected in social and political ideas and 
practices – and they were at the very same time also representing those chang-
es. (On the formation of association as the activity of civil society, for ex. Stenius 
1999, 154–155.)  
 
Two dominant ways of viewing the state: the Hegelian and liberalist 
tradition 
One way of interpreting relations between individual and collective is the de-
scription of two crystallizations, the Hegelian and liberal idea about the state. 
There are some key differences in these two ways of conceptualizing. Liberal 
tradition is based on the ideas of (unlimited) individual freedom whilst a state 
is viewed as a limiting factor, as an opposite of the individual and his/hers na-
ture. Thus, they are setting arguments for a minimalistic state and emphasizing 
the position of individuals specifically in relation to state. (Pulkkinen 1989, 54–
67; Jaakkola 1994, 94–95; Orloff 2005, 205, passim; Leckey 2008; Hautamäki 
1996a, 32.) 
According to the Hegelian way of thinking, a state as collective entity is 
enabling the true being. In this sense, individuals without such collectivity as 
the specifically the state are viewed as egoistic actors without common identity 
and feeling of belonging. According to the Hegelian ideas, a state as an expres-
sion of collective belonging is needed to exclude the egoistic way of acting. This 
tradition emphasizes the role of state over individual and for his or her best. 
                                                   
83On (topical discussion concerned) modernization, one of the most essential sociological theory, for 
ex. Giddens 1991&1992; Beck 1994; Beck 1986; Giddens 1994. Also for ex. Allen 2000; Beck 1999; 
Castel 2007, 64–65; Odih & Knights 2000; Burkitt 2008; Ritzer 2008. 
84On the (Finnish) research traditions on civil society and the (Finnish) interpretation ways of its 
emergence, Liikanen 1995, 41–71. See also Alapuro & Stenius 1989. The research traditions can 
be typologized with followed three viewpoints: (1) ‘the national awakening’ (‘kansallinen 
herääminen’ in Finnish), (2) ‘the breakdown of the class-society’ (‘sääty-yhteiskunnan 
hajoaminen’) and (3) ‘the progress of Finnish democracy’ (‘suomalaisen kansanvallan kehitys’) 
(Liikanen 1995, 41; see also Fewster 2006, 15, passim; Peltonen 1999a, 97, passim). On openings, 
limits and problems of these viewpoints, Liikanen 1995, 41–71. NB: civil society was 
understood, in the contract theory-based political philosophy, for ex., as a specific way to 
understood (the) state, so in that context civil society was not referred to the sphere separated 
from (the) state (Kettunen 2003, 174). On civil society (building) and school and education, for 
ex. Rantala 2003 (ed.):see for ex. Rantala 2003, 7–13. 
64
  
(Pulkkinen 1989, 54–67; Jaakkola 1994, 92–93; Hautamäki 1996a, 32; Leckey 
2008; Orloff 2005, 205, passim.) Thus, these two viewpoints are differing not 
only by the way of interpreting the state but also in the way of seeing human 
beings and their relations. The basic differences between the Hegelian and lib-
eral tradition are concerned questions about good life and its realizations as 
well as relations between individual and collective concerned realizing those 
aims. 
 
The era of ‘isms’ 
Political thoughts and ideas85 were impacted especially with three so called 
isms and their variations in Europe during the 19th century (since the French 
Revolution (1789–1799/1789–1815)86 . The three 'isms' were conservatism, liber-
alism and socialism87. (Hämäläinen 2007, 43. See for ex. Riihinen 1992, 269; 
Sohrabi 2005; Kearney 1994.) These ways of social and political thoughts and 
ideas, for example, impacted social and political lines (i.e. policy). They were 
also three different ideological frames for viewing contemporary societal 
changes and the ways of viewing the related (social) 'questions'. Ideological or 
ideologically reconstructed premises and principles were different between 
them, hence: ‘State, law, right, moral, education, economy and other matters of 
common and the matters of political exercise of power get different interpreta-
tions’, as Hämäläinen (2007, 43) writes88. Ideology can be interpreted as an at-
tempt to explain the world and the way it works – ‘or should work’, as (Kent 
2012, 77) writes.  
                                                   
85Four different functions of political ideologies can be observed in the context of construction 
process of the worldview. The functions are: (1)’ rationally justifying’ (in Finnish: ‘järkiperäisesti 
oikeuttavat’), (2) ‘substitutive ideologies’ (‘korvaavat ideologiat’), (3) ‘disguising with tendency‘ 
(tendenssinomaisesti peittelevät’) and (4) ‘expressio-self-assertion‘(‘ilmaisullis-
itsetehostukselliset’) (Manninen 1977, 42–43; Envall 1989, 120.) The crystallization bases on Kurt 
Lenk’s analysis on the most essential and influential social and political thoughts, ideas and 
ideologies since French Revolution. Introduced in Finnish by Manninen (1977, 42–43; see also 
Envall 1989, 120–121. (Manninen 1977, 42–43; Envall 1989, 120–121.)  
86See for ex. Sohrabi 2005; Vuolle 1996, 49.  
87See for ex. Rein 2001 (1878).– Classic (or modern classic?) social and political ideologies in their 
own context and connections are defined as representative about ideology of ’rational justifying’. 
According to Envall (1989 (see also Manninen 1977)), Marxist ideas about religion represents an 
example of ’substitutive ideology’. Ideologies with disguised tendencies are orientated to hide 
real causes of problems and to direct aggression at a made-up substitute group, which is typically 
religion- or nationality-based defined minority group [i.e. this is ideology-based projection]. 
Typical examples of ideologies based on expressio-self-assertion are fascism and chauvinism.  
(Manninen 1977, 42–43; Envall 1989, 120–121.) The viewpoint of ideology-based projection 
(concerned ideologies which are disguising with tendency) may also refer to personification or 
ways to essentialize and onward to project by group-based categorizations (by hierarchical 
categories). 
88In Finnish: ’Valtio, laki, oikeus, moraali, kasvatus, taloudenhoito ja muut yhteisten asioiden 
hoitamiseen ja poliittisen vallankäytön piiriin kuuluvat asiat saivat erilaisia tulkintoja’ 
Hämäläinen (2007, 43). 
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The foundation of these ‘isms’ can be economic, social or political, or 
mixed. However, ideology or ‘isms’ have their social, economic or political ap-
plication concerned (the forming of) understanding the world and the aims of 
agency. Ideology may be used to organize the view of the world – sometimes by 
even oversimplifying it. According to Kent (2012, 78) ideologies can be defined 
as ‘structured system of belief’. (Kent 2012, 77–78.) (On the transformation and 
mélange of ideologies, exchanging opinions and changes concerned political 
questions as well as their meetings in everyday-lives, Mikkola 2009, 274–292; on 
the frames of reading and politicization of interpretations, Mikkola 2009, 292; 
Flora 1973.) 
As an example concerned contemporary discussions the writings by Rein 
2001 (1878&1879) can be mentioned. In those writings, Rein focused especially 
to economic liberalism (Rein 2001 (1878), 110); however he discussed previously 
also about liberalism in a more general way (Rein 2001 (1878) 101–110, passim.)  
In his other writings about contemporary social and political matters, Rein 
(2001 (1879)) discusses the new school of thought in economy and within this 
context the formation of social policy and contemporary economic matters. His 
observations are opening ways to the concepts of individual and collective 
(agency) especially in the field of economy (at that time). (Rein 2001 (1879), 130–
132, passim.) Social policy is the matter of social and political and it is the mat-
ter of social and economy. How social and political as well social and economy 
are or will be encountered, is – if not defining but in some way setting frames of 
– defining the contemporary contextual social policy. 
Science and knowing: In quest of epistemological basis of knowledge 
on contemporary social and societal changes 
Contemporary discussions (on social issues) were also influenced by the chang-
es in science and arts89 (for ex. Salmi 2002; Pulma 1987, 64). From the viewpoint 
of the societally contextualized relations between individual and collective 
(agency), social sciences can be interpreted being part of societal lives in differ-
ent contexts of time and place. From the epistemological viewpoints, the roots 
of social scientific thoughts and ideas go back to the tradition of Ancient philos-
ophy. However, the beginning of modern social sciences are typically seen as 
having their roots in social and societal changes encountered in the turn of the 
20th century and specified with information demand on the contemporary social 
and societal changes. (Allardt 2000, 476, passim; Hellsten 2009, 44, passim; 
McGrew 1992, 63; Giddens 1984, 18–22; Hämäläinen 1993, 41; Saastamoinen 
2006, 53–54.)  
                                                   
89Internalism is referred to the impact of changes occured in science and scientific agency itself. The 
viewpoint of externalism, for its part, is emphasizing the meaningful role of exterior factors for 
science and scientific changes. (Kallinen 2003, 136–137.) 
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Social sciences in the modern understanding had been developed in order 
to produce and construct information and knowledge on society and social 
changes that took place at the time. Both of the contemporary paradigmatic 
ideological ways of social, political, economic and socio-political thinking – 
Fennomania and liberalism – in Finland in the turn of the 20th century empha-
sized the meaning of statistical information gathered by the state (Kettunen 
1994, 56, 58, 122). 
These reflections influenced the wording of questions in the emerging so-
cial sciences. Liberalism and etatism (from French État, state) were two ‘isms’, 
i.e. the ways of viewing the relations between the state and individual. The 
German tradition emphasized especially the principles of the state-central 
etatism while the British tradition orientated with the ideas of liberalism. In 
some interpretations the French thoughts and ideas have seen as placed in be-
tween these two lines. (Allardt 2000, 478, 488. See also Kangaspunta 2011, 17–
18; Rantalaiho 1994, 19–20.) 
According to Allardt (2000, 478), ideological influence came to Finland es-
pecially from the German tradition, but also from England and some little from 
the French way of viewing the state and the relations between the state and 
individuals. Essential were the thoughts and ideas about state and (the) nation. 
(Allardt 2000, 478–488.) The contemporary writer Rein (2001 (1879), 147), for 
example, discussed about the nation and the state; he discussed formation of 
state from nation as the founding principle (see Rein 2001 (1878&1879).) 
J.V. Snellman (1806–1881) introduced G.W.F Hegel’s (1770–1831) philosophy in 
Finland; this had an essential effect on social and political thinking as well as on 
the viewpoints and emphases of social and political science. (Allardt 2000, 478–
488. See also Hämäläinen 2005, 19–23, 26–28, passim; Kearney 1994.) (On the 
essential role of the state in the field of social and political science, Allardt 2000, 
488. On Westermarck’s thoughts, Allardt 2000, 488.) 
The emergence of civil society 
In Finland, the emergence of civil society influenced the ways of defining both 
the relations of individual and collective actors and the spheres90 of public and 
private (agency) in the turn of the 20th century. It was the multidimensional 
example of novel ways of social, political and socio-political actors and agencies 
that constructed new arenas for social and political activities, participation and 
belonging. 
Alapuro & Stenius (1989), who have researched the emergence of civil so-
ciety in Finland, have characterized organizing of societies and associations and 
the group (or the crowd?) organizing with the distinctive ideas of chronological 
periods. (Alapuro & Stenius 1989. Appendix 3.) The agency of civil society was 
distinctively dominated by the spirit of association (‘yhdistymisen henki’) from 
                                                   
90For ex. Sulkunen 1989; Markkola 2002.  
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the 1830s to the 1860s. The spirit of association emphasized, on the one hand, 
the meanings of voluntary actions in general. This new way of organizing asso-
ciations was also pan-European phenomena which culmination period was the 
1840s91. On the other hand, it was connected with national emphasis based stra-
tegically on J.V. Snellman’s philosophy92. 
Organizing societies, associations and other civic organizations were dom-
inated by liberalist ideology93 from the 1860s to the 1880s, whereas especially 
Fennomania and the ideas of popular education were inspired by the activity of 
civil society this is especially relevant for the time from the 1880s to the 1890s94. 
(Alapuro & Stenius 1989.) According to Rose (1995, 21), in the 19th century liber-
alism was not so much relevant as ‘abstract political philosophy’ but as a matter 
of practice. The emphasis of the practicality of actions is remarkable concerned 
social and political ideas and agency in the turn of the 20th century: the first 
modern social politicians emphasized practicality as the principle of agency, 
too. However, the essential question concerns the processes of the formation of 
different collective agencies and actors as well as the novel ways of viewing 
social and political relations between individual and collective actors. 
The ideas of ‘association’ inspired the formation of civil society until the 
1860s, i.e. various societies, associations and organizations were established by 
those ideas (called the spirit of association). On the one hand, the ideological 
basis of ‘association’ could be, more or less, Snellman’s philosophy or the social 
and societal changes of agency more generally. However, association, voluntary 
organization and activity were viewed as the way of agency and influence. The 
zeal of ‘association’ was connected with the questions of relations between state 
and society in the European context; the agency of associations in the Continent 
had typically political emphasis. (Alapuro & Stenius 1989, 27.) 
It was the time of estate-based society. Hence, the zeal of associationism 
(from the 1830s to the 1860s) was interpreted distinctively as the bourgeoisie’s 
and partly workers’ effort of social change and influence. The social discussion 
on limits and the compositions of social and especially political organization 
was even intense. Already the term ‘association’ caused discussion especially as 
it had been hugely difficult to define. Defining the term in a certain way would 
also have had an impact on the way of defining the principles of social and 
political agency and organization in societal context. (Alapuro & Stenius 1989, 
27–29.) 
                                                   
91See also Peltonen 1999a, 106–107. 
92On Snellman’s philosophy, for ex. Pulkkinen 1989, 65–68; Jalava 2006; Liikanen 1989, 129; Kettunen 
2003, 181–187; Pulkkinen 2003, 224–227; Pulma 1999, 177; Liikanen 1995, 124–133; Hämäläinen 
2005; Ojakangas 2003. Snellman 1901. 
93Ideology can be defined as the set of belief which is impacting the motivation of actions and the 
ways of viewing world and human relations. However, ideology can be impacted ‘often 
unconsciously’. (Kent 2012, 130.) 
94On Fennomania and the ideas of people as nation, for ex. Liikanen 1995; Liikanen 1989; on nation 
and people as the concept of political culture, for ex. Liikanen 2003. On worldview, Klinge 1977. 
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The zeal of association from the 1830s to the 1860s as well as the efforts of 
developing an understanding of the meaning of associations was ideologically 
distinctively dominated by liberalist ideas. The aims were to delimit the part of 
the state mainly superintending the rules. However, labour movement became 
active in the same time for example in England, France and Germany – and the 
social and linguistic usage of ‘association’ got new emphasis within those 
movements. (Alapuro & Stenius 1989, 27–29.) 
Associations had been seen in connection with definitions concerned pri-
vate and public. From the 1830s to the 1860s, they were defined distinctively by 
liberalist ideology which defined also the so called sphere of the bourgeois pub-
lic. The sphere of bourgeois public was defined in relation to private sphere. 
The agency in the public sphere was viewed to be guided by idealism95. How-
ever, economic agency on the one hand and agencies inspired by idealism were 
viewed in contradictory: according to the outlook, economic activity was as a 
private matter while the agency inspired by idealism was seen as matter of the 
public. (Alapuro & Stenius 1989, 29.) This may be reflected the classical outlook 
of liberalist view on state, markets and society. 
However, the liberal principles of association were guided the (re)forming 
of European association and organizations from the half of the 19th century. One 
of the most remarkable and influencing principle was the distinction between 
economic and political agency.  (Alapuro & Stenius 1989, 30–36. Appendix 3.) 
Regardless of how much they were contextually interrelated. Liberalist ideas 
dominated social and political thinking and the ways in which associations 
were formed. Associations emphasized the meaning of education as guiding 
their ideas and they aimed on providing a framework tha allowed ‘to self help 
and to help selves’. (Alapuro & Stenius 1989. Also for ex. Pulma 1999.) 
Alapuro & Stenius (1989, 30) state that the release from mercantilist control 
meant a push towards the emergence of group organization (the crowd organi-
zations) in those countries that industrialized early. This was linked with the 
doctrines of classical economic liberalism on agency. The association, for exam-
ple, was viewed – according to the principles of economic liberalism – as an 
answer to the agency of employment parties concerned employment and con-
tracts. This was also impacted views concerned the role of workers’ agency. 
Extreme liberalism provoked responses in the 1870s; the ideas that empha-
sized the role and agency of state96 with respect to economic questions, for ex-
ample, were brought forward. This influenced also the way of viewing the role 
of civil society. (Alapuro & Stenius 1989, 30–31; Rodgers 2001, 20–29, 76–111, 
passim; Jaakkola 1994; Stenius 1977; Korpi 1981.) Liberal ideas played a central 
role from the half of the 19th century, promoting the emergence of associations 
and civic organizations in Europe (Alapuro & Stenius 1989, 30). However, par-
                                                   
95In Finnish: ’aatteellisuus’. 
96See for ex. Siedentop 1983, 63, passim.  
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ticipation in civic organizations and associations was only taken up by a rela-
tively small number of people (Alapuro & Stenius 1989, 30–31). The sphere of 
social civic actions was opened little by little. Fire brigades are described as the 
typical example about for crowd, mass organizations at that time (Alapuro & 
Stenius 1989, 31–33). 
The ideas of Fennomania and popular education were distinctive for the 
organization of civic society from the 1880s to the 1890s. The typical forms of 
organization were, for example, matters of the popular enlightenment and tem-
perance movement. Civic organization (mass organizing) were tried to match 
the Fennomania aims. Following A.A. Granfelt, who was a member of 
Fennomania movement but also an actor in popular enlightenment association 
called Kansanvalistusseura, this phenomenon was called the Granfelt way of 
thinking97. He was also a member of the temperance society called Raittiuden 
Ystävät (the Friends of Temperance). (Alapuro & Stenius 1989, 35–36; Liikanen 
1995; Klinge 1977. Appendix 3.) The members of Fennomania movement also 
aimed to reject ’political’ activities, i.e. activities which they defined as political. 
They viewed their agency rather done as in favour of ‘the people’98 or ‘the na-
tion’ and they viewed the agency inspired by even the Romantic national spirit. 
(Liikanen 1995; Alapuro & Stenius 1989, 34–36; Anderson 2007.) The agency 
could be described as symbolic representation. 
The conditions for forming civil society from the 1890s to the year 1905 (i.e. 
to the general strike) were distinctively characterized by workers (Alapuro & 
Stenius 1989, 37–39). Mass organizations encountered changes in the middle of 
the 1890s. This was reflected in the organizational divide between employees 
and employers manifested by distinct workers’ and employers’ organizations. 
With the emergence of professional organizations the question of the dimen-
sions of economic and political agencies arose. Especially liberalist ideas em-
phasized the separation between spheres concerned economic and political 
agencies. (Alapuro & Stenius 1989, 30–31, 37–39, passim.) 
However, labour organizational activities characterized the formation of 
civil society from the 1890s to the beginning of the 20th century because labour 
organizational activities changed general views concerned civic activity and the 
ways of forming organizations. (Alapuro & Stenius 1989, 23–39, passim; 
Peltonen 1999a, 106–107; Klinge 1977; Stenius 1977. Appendix 3.) The emer-
gence of civil society meant a change of social and political ideas, practices and 
arenas. These changes became expressed via the emergence of civil society. 
                                                   
97In Finnish: ‘granfeltilaisuus’. 
98On nation thinking, for ex. Liikanen 2003; Pakkasvirta & Saukkonen 2005, 40–41; Spillman & 
Faeges 2005; Hyvärinen et al. 2003, 16; Liikanen 1995. On national thinking, for ex. Salmi 2002; 
Smeds 1989; Toikko 2005, 59; Pakkasvirta & Saukkonen 2005a–b. (On nationalism and its 
politicization, Salmi 2002, 64; Fewster 2006, 127; Spillman & Faeges 2005; Anderson 2007; Poole 
1999; Gellner 1983.) See Anderson 2007; Morley 2003, 171–173; Poole 1999; Gellner 1983; 
Pakkasvirta & Saukkonen 2005a; Pakkasvirta & Saukkonen 2005b, 40–41, passim.  
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Nevertheless, the activities of professional organizations became also a 
part of liberalist views; liberalist ideas about labour market were in transfor-
mation in the turn of the 20th century. Collective settlement, for example, be-
came viewed as a part of the entirety of labour market activities. However, the 
discussions about the limits of agency in the spheres of economy and politics 
were still continuing. (Alapuro & Stenius 1989, 37–39, passim; Stenius 1977; on 
the mass organizations, on novel ideas and the changes of social lives, Mikkola 
2009, 193–205, 274–292, passim.) The Trade Union Federation in Finland and 
employers’ association, The General Employers’ Association in Finland, were 
established in 1907 (Hellsten 2009, 19). 
In Finland in the late half of the 19th century, the expressions of new social 
agencies and new ways of participation were driving the establishment of new 
associations and organizations (Mähönen 1996, 185; Alapuro & Stenius 1989; 
Pulma 1987, 64). They were also constructing new social, political and socio-
political activities and organizations. Temperance societies, youth societies and 
clubs for sport, for example, were established. It was the era when the agency of 
fire brigades, women’s associations and worker’s associations were begun. It 
was also the time of organizing cooperation in Finland. (Mähönen 1996, 185; 
Alapuro & Stenius 1989; Pulma 1987, 64. On rural cooperatives and cooperative 
spirit, Rodgers 2001, 325, 318–342.) 
The popular enlightenment association (in Finnish: Kansanvalistusseura) 
was the first national – or nationwide – mass organization. Nevertheless, the 
organizational principles of the popular enlightenment association were a com-
bination of old and new conventions. The old ones were typically in accordance 
with the principles of transmission organizing. Kansanvalistusseura was the 
biggest mass organization until the year 188699. Alongside, the major organiza-
tions were temperance movement, the youth association and the labour move-
ment100 in Finland in the late half of the 19th century. At the beginning of the 20th 
century, the major forms of group organizations were temperance movement, 
labour movement, youth association, farmers’ associations and cooperatives; 
the members were also garnered in sport clubs. (Alapuro & Stenius 1989, 50–
51.) 
The questions of social and political activities were also connected with the 
questions of public and private spheres. Definitions of the limits of spheres 
were also defining the space of the actors in the fields of public and private 
social agency. Public and private agency as well as the relations between indi-
vidual and collective were defined in new ways in the turn of the 20 th century. 
This was part of the changes concerned questions of social responsibilities and 
                                                   
99In Finnish: ’Järjestäytymisen valtavirta alkoi kulkea yhteiskunnallisten ja poliittisten liikkeiden 
suuntaan - -’ (Liikanen 1989, 139). Translation (freely in English): ’The mainstream of organizing 
began to proceed towards social and political movements - -‘. See also Sulkunen 1989. 
100Temperance movement was the essential early phase of labour movement in Finland (Sulkunen & 
Alapuro 1989, 142).  
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social and political participation and membership. However, it was not only 
part of that process but it was also itself producing this very same process, i.e. it 
was forming those new ways of social, political and socio-political participation 
and belonging. 
Group organizations were inspired by various social and political ideas. 
These views were reflected in social and political discussions for example con-
cerned with the spheres of agency in the dimensions of public and private. They 
were also reflected the outlooks concerned gender and gendered role attribu-
tions in society, i.e. they reflected societal roles and duties of women and men. 
(See for ex. Markkola 2002, 24–29, 57–73, 88, passim; Sulkunen 1989; Markkola 
1986.) 
 
Party101 and representation as topic – an example of the changes of 
social and political ideas and practices 
The process of the formation of (modern representative) parties and social and 
political civic agency are connected with the beginning of civil society in Fin-
land in the turn of the 20th century. They were also representing novel arenas of 
social, political and civic activity. Contemporary social and political change was 
also geared to the modernization of European states (the so called phase of se-
cond wave modernization of states) (Alapuro & Stenius 1989, 9–12; Sulkunen 
1989; Liikanen 1995, 49.) 
However, the process of the formation of modern representative parties102 
was connected with organizing and constructing civil society, which reflects the 
changes of social and political thoughts and ideas. The word ‘party’ (puolue) is 
one of the expressions of social and political rhetoric which got new meanings 
in the 19th century (Aarnio 2003, 416, passim). ‘Party’ is denoted conceptually to 
both belonging and dividing (Aarnio 2003, 416, passim).   
Nevertheless, from the lexical viewpoint such concepts of social and politi-
cal discourse like ‘party’ and ‘society’103 were both new and old; the novelty is 
                                                   
101On party as the concept and phenomenon of social and political jargon, Aarnio 2003, 459–461, 
passim. Aarnio (2003) analyzes and observes the Finnish parties in relation with European and 
North American ones. On the academic discussion on the parties at the beginning of the 20th 
century, see Aarnio 2003, 437–440. 
102Aarnio (2003, 414) defines typologies concerned parties with a remark that the types are 
overlapping. The examples of types in Finnish (translated freely to English [marked with 
parentheses]): kiistapuolueet [the parties or groups of dispute], mielipidepuolueet (lehtipuolueet) 
[the parties of voice and sentiment (the groups of newspapers or journals)], parlamenttipuolueet 
[the parliament parties (parliamentary representation)], vaalipuolueet [the parties of election], 
järjestöpuolueet (joukkopuolueet) [the parties of organization or association (the parties of the 
crowd) and rekisteröidyt puolueet [the registered parties]. (Aarnio 2003, 414.)  
103Previously,’society’ [yhteiskunta] was mainly denoted to concrete relations concerned the 
partitioning of land. In Finnish, ‘society’ was mainly referred to the partitioning of land made in 
1757 the general parceling out of land (isojako in Finnish). Hence, ‘society’ was referred to the 
lands which belonged in the same act of the parcelling out of land; they had possibly common 
(land) (Kettunen 2003, 176). 
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referred to their formation in the 19th century (Palonen 2003a, 577–578; Aarnio 
2003). However, the formation processes of Finnish parties as (socio-political) 
activity were different than formations in other European countries. This was 
linked with fact that ’there was no “ancien régime“ or its defending groups in 
Finland’104 (Aarnio 2003, 413). (Alapuro & Stenius 1989, 34–35; Aarnio 2003, 
413.) 
Concepts as ‘party’ and ‘society’ gained new meaning in the 19th century 
(on the history of the previous meanings of these concepts and their history, for 
ex. Aarnio 2003, Palonen 2003a, 577–578; Kettunen 2003, 176). The real neolo-
gisms of social and political jargon, worded in the 19th century, were revolu-
tion105, state and citizen106 (Palonen 2003a, 578; Pulkkinen 2003; Jussila 1999, 20). 
 
The conceptual changes on representation 
The administrative (or governmental) state of Finland was the state of autono-
my as a part of the Russian empire during the years 1809–1917 (see for ex. 
Pulkkinen 2003, 213, 251–252, passim; Jussila 2009; Heikkinen et al. 2000, 17, 21; 
Jussila 1999). The representation at the Diet was particularly based on the basis 
of estate and besides the representation during the era of autonomy was dis-
tinctively separated area from the government and administration 
(Pohjantammi 2003, 379, passim). The change of representation (from the repre-
sentation done by four estates) to the bicameral representative body was dis-
cussed in the late half of the 19th century.  
Discussions concerned the vote were got new openings at the turn of the 
20th century when the ideas of unicameral, proportional representation and 
general equal election institutionalized the novel ideas of representation. Social 
and political thoughts and ideas on representation were changed during the 19th 
century and many changes concerned the modern principles of representation 
which had been realized in the turn of the 20th century. The change concerned 
the move from estate-based representation to principles of modern representa-
tion based on voting. (Kurunmäki 2000; Pohjantammi 2003; Palonen 2003a, 577.)  
Representation is closely connected with the ideas of viewing relations be-
tween individual and collectivity. The changes concerned in particular the way 
of relating107 the representatives and those who were represented (persons or 
                                                   
104In Finnish: ’Suomessa ei ollut ’ancien régimeä’ tai sitä poliittisesti puolustavia ryhmiä’ (Aarnio 
2003, 413). See also Alapuro & Stenius 1989, 34–35. 
105In Finnish: valtio, kansalainen ja vallankumous.  
106See Stenius 2003; Palonen 2003a, 581–585; Satka 1995; Hyvärinen et al. 2003, 16. On the conceptual 
layers and vocabulary premises of citizen, Palonen 2003a, 581–585; Sulkunen 1989, 169–172, 
passim. See also Satka 1995, 12–30, passim; Peltonen 1989, 10. On theories of citizenship, the 
processes of (re)constructing identities and politics, Kymlicka 2002, 284–376; Poole 1999; McAfee 
2000, 161–163. On identity and problematic concerned belonging (into and within collective) as 
well as on the problematic of constructing gommunity, Agamben 1995. 
107In Finnish: ’Niin kauan kuin toimijat käsittivät toimivansa poliittisessa yhteisössä itseoikeutetun 
jäsenyyden perustella - - ei eroa edustajan ja edustettavan henkilön tai asian välille 
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matters) and their respective organization (Pohjantammi 2003, 364). Representa-
tion108  – for or instead of other(s) – is a relatively new conception in political 
thinking (Pohjantammi 2003, 364). (Pohjantammi 2003, 364, 379, 405.) 
Pohjantammi (2003, 405, passim) crystallizes the phases of representation 
by three chronological phases as follows: first, the estate-based representation 
of people in the domain context in the 17th and 18th centuries. The second phase 
is characterized by being based in the idea of nationality109  and representation 
in the Diet in the 19th century. The third phase of changes of representation oc-
curs in 1906 when the new way of representing was realized with the parlia-
mentary reform110. (Pohjantammi 2003, 364, 379, 405.) The changes in the Finn-
ish political system were remarkable by European standards: as Alapuro (1994, 
149–150) contends, the change was a shift from the very old-world political 
system to the very modern one. (Alapuro 1994, 149–150.)111  
Several propositions made concerned with the vote and representation in 
the 1860s112 when the Diet (re)started. Modernizing reforms of European states 
were also implemented in the Finnish Diet. (Pohjantammi 2003, 364, 379, 405.) 
(On conceptualization of democracy, Hyvärinen 2008.) Hence, electoral system 
and question of representation were discussed in the late half of the 19th century 
(Pohjantammi 2003, 379). The question of suffrage expressed and manifested 
the changes of social and political participation and membership. The reform of 
the local government act was the first initiative concerned the question of suf-
                                                                                                                            
käsitteellistetty’ (Pohjantammi 2003, 364). (Translation (freely) in English: ‘The distinction between 
the representative and the represented person or matter was not conceptualized as long as the 
actors understood their activities in the (context of) political community ex officio.’ The citizenship 
of antiquity as an example of that, Pohjantammi 2003, 364. 
108Repraesentare (lat.) means ’to make re-figure’ [’uudelleen esillä olevaksi tekeminen’ in Finnish] 
(Pohjantammi 2003, 366).  
109On nation thinking, symbolic building and (re)construction, for ex. Löytty 2004, 97, passim; 
Jussila 2009, 62–65; Sondermann 2008; Anderson, 2007; Gellner 1983; Hearn 2006; Hall 2003, 95–
99, passim; Remy 2005; Pakkasvirta 2005; Morley 2003, 168–173; Kurunmäki 2004, 202–203, 
passim; Häkkinen & Tervonen 2005, 10; Peltonen 1989, 7; Liikanen 1995. On problematics of 
defining, Pakkasvirta & Saukkonen 2005, 41. (On the conceptualism of democracy [kansanvalta in 
Finnish], for ex. Hyvärinen 2008.) On nation thinking in the contexts of European trends of the 
ideas in the 19th century and the geopolitics of the Baltic Sea, Häkkinen & Tervonen 2005; see also 
for ex. Fewster 2006, 155–162; on space and time, Thrift 2006. See also for ex. Heikkinen et al. 2000, 
21–23. On J.V. Snellman’s philosophy, for ex. Jalava 2006; Sulkunen 1989; Kettunen 2003, 182; 
Heikkinen 2000, 23–24, 69–81. 
110Three phases in Finnish: (1) säätykansan asiainajaminen valtakunnan tasolla 1600–1700-luvulla, 
(2) kansakunta-ajattelu ja edustus säätyvaltiopäivillä 1800-luvulla ja (3) eduskuntareformi (1906) 
(Pohjantammi 2003, 364, 379, 405). 
111Alapuro (1994) has researched modernization in Finland with a microhistorical viewpoint. 
Alapuro (1994, 315) states that social networks and their political, cultural and economic bonds 
can be observed with a microhistorical viewpoint in particular context. This may also produce 
more general knowledge about the social bonds and connections as well as disconnections be-
tween groups and communities by observing collective agency and the ways to form organiza-
tions. (Alapuro 1994, 315.) 
112The (estate-based) Diet was met – after the long stop – in 1863. 
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frage (Pohjantammi 2003, 383). The reform of the local government act changed 
as well the legal basis for organizing the administration of social responsibilities 
(see Appendix 3). 
The new dimensions of representation, i.e. the horizons of agency, are con-
nected with the conceptualization of relevant institutions and the entities 
(Pohjantammi 2003, 364).  This, for its part, is connected with the ideas of the 
roles and the assignments of representatives in the field of activities in different 
socio-political arenas. The representative institutions with the social and politi-
cal principles of representation are getting meanings as the part of the other 
principles of political culture (Pohjantammi 2003, 405). Election, for example, 
can be defined as a representative act, which meaning is collective 
(Pohjantammi 2003, 405). 
One of the most essential questions about representation concern the rela-
tion between the representative and those who are represented (people or mat-
ters) (Pohjantammi 2003; Aarnio 2003). Hence, one could ask, focusing on the 
analytic perspective at the turn of the 20th century: Who was regarded to be 
representing whom or what? However, the changes of ideas concerned repre-
sentation in the turn of the 20th century are connected with the formation of 
various collective agencies and their identities (on identity, for ex. Agamben 
1995; McAfee 2000, 159–161, passim). 
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4 The Questions of the 
Changes: work, social securi-
ty and shifting social belonging
 
 
4.1  THE QUESTION OF WORK 
The era when work became problematized 
Changes concerned with typical attributes of work are related to the social 
changes of industrialization which they, actually, were also representing. Indus-
trialization and paid work, i.e. work done for getting the pay, impacted on the 
ways to view the prerequisites of living. Industrialization, industrial manufac-
turing, paid work and with the clock measured work time impacted on the 
ideas of work and the ways of viewing prerequisites of life. (Jaakkola 1994, 79; 
Haapala 1999b, 203, passim; Rodgers 2001, 209–266; Allen 1992, 174.) Work can 
be conceptualized from different viewpoints and the process of constructing the 
meanings of work are reflected in many factors. From the viewpoint of societal 
structure and social activities, work can be defined to have three functions: so-
cial, production-related and rewarding. However, the functions are also con-
nected with societal distribution and allocation. (Koistinen 1999, 196–250.)  
Industrialization and urbanization had an effect on the changes of the at-
tributes of work and the changes on the terms of social security. In the country-
side social security was also produced with the various informal networks of 
social responsibility; industrialization and urbanization influenced on social 
relations and the ways of defining relational responsibilities. Along with the 
changes, the forms of social security became bound with the contractual matters 
of formal employment. 
The forms of social security were linked with the formality of contract along 
with the changes of work. The availability of food supplies, for example, be-
came a subject to trade. However, neither the availability of food supplies nor 
the possibilities of work and livelihood were steady; on the contrary they were 
influenced by trade cycles. This was influencing the way of viewing and organ-
izing social lives and the way of defining social risks from the new perspective. 
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(Häkkinen & Tervonen 2005, 26.) The changes of work reflected the changes of 
the ways of organizing social and economic life. 
The changes of previously typical characteristics concerned work, econo-
my or economic structure are not on their own relevant for explaining all the 
changes encountered in social and societal lives altogether. If explaining with 
emphasizing the changes of work, it will be possible that the scope of explana-
tion can easily be overestimated. (Haapala 1989, 45.)  However, it is not relevant 
to even try explaining all the societal changes by making only reference to the 
changes of the typical attributes of work or economic structure. The changes of 
the previously typical attributes of work and certain social, economic and cul-
tural were part of complex range of  change. However, the changes of work 
were also influencing those broader changes; the changes of the previously 
typical characteristics of work are connected with societal changes in its entire-
ty. Nevertheless, work is neither an entity without context nor in itself a self-
evident key to explain all the social changes in their entirety. 
 
Working for life: Work and social risks 
The impacts of industrialization concerned the production of social security, all 
part of the overall changes of the distribution and division of work, the emer-
gence of monetary economics (i.e. economy based on money as means of ex-
change) and the formation of the paid work as basis of living. They were also 
connected with the changes of social and spatial mobility. The impacts of indus-
trialization concerned the production of social security were linked with chang-
es of the previously typical way of living. They concerned the changes of social 
frameworks and features. (Hellsten 1981, 242–243.) These changes were influ-
encing the ways of organizing social lives in a complex way. 
Cyclical unemployment which also caused economic insecurity was a new 
social risk and as such a matter of changing the organization of social security. 
(On the insecurity of livelihood, Markkola 1994, 96–101.) (Pulma 1987, 76; 
Ewald 2004, 59–65. See also Castel 2007.) Paid work113 established a new bond 
between work and income, i.e. livelihood. The perception social risks changed 
from these new viewpoints. The time of work and the scarcity of payment as 
well as the question of housing were the essential matters of contemporary 
social debates (Pulma 1987, 64; Markkola 1994, 8–11, 226–233, passim). The shift 
towards paid work, in connection with monetary economics, meant also social 
changes – especially because contemporary changes concerned the defintional 
basis of income, i.e. the shift from family income towards individual income 
(Hellsten 1981, 242–243; on family114 income, Markkola 1994, 91–125, 156–168). 
The shift meant social changes concerned both the relations of individual and 
                                                   
113On pay, paid work and responsibilities of subsistence, Markkola 1994, 91–125; Kettunen 1994, 19, 
23, 29, passim. 
114On family as the part of the question of work (force), Markkola 1994, 23, 30–34, passim.  
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collective and the relations between individual human being and the immediate 
communities. 
Some of the central social risks concerned industrial workers’ lives were 
unemployment and interruption of payment (Koivuniemi 2000, 85, 90; Ewald 
2004, 59–65). The fact that the interruptions, complete loss of income or other 
insecurities of work – and thus payment – were risen as central matters for the 
definition of social security and insecurity. In the industrialized communities, 
the systems of social security were linked to employment (Koivuniemi 2000, 
90). (See also Markkola 1994, 91–125, passim.) 
The shift towards a system that recognizes work only in the form of em-
ployment required also a new way of defining social risks. Workers’ and their 
families’ lives were depending on work contribution. The interruption of em-
ployment had been occasionally causing social insecurity for a short or longer 
period. These questions impacted especially on the living of industrial workers. 
(Hellsten 1981, 242–243; Rodgers 2001, 209–266; Koivuniemi 2000, 90–93, pas-
sim; Kettunen 1994. See also Markkola 1994; Castel 2007.) Those questions were 
also connected with contemporary societal changes; they were expressing the 
ways of defining contemporary social questions distinctively as the question of 
work and workers. (See Castel 2007, 37.) 
What are social risks? – Topical outlooks 
Defining (social) risk is a core question in the philosophy and politics of (social) 
lives. Eräsaari (1994, 145) writes that distinguishing ‘risk’ and ‘danger’ is not 
just analytical but also a matter of philosophy and politics of lives. Dangers are 
threats met – or overcome – but (social) risks are something that, in one way or 
another, are encountered in lives in very subjective ways. (Eräsaari 1994, 145.) 
However, changes happened in the turn of the 20th century concerned the ways 
of defining social risks and the ways of reacting to them and their consequenc-
es. 
Social and societal changes impacted on the contextual social and econom-
ic environment; it became more and more obvious that the previous or even 
contemporary ways of producing and organizing social security were not able 
to meet the desideratum within changing social situations. Thus, social risks 
were, of course, encountered in individual life courses but they were also expe-
rienced collectively – and they were even socially shared in a way where people 
in different places got the same kind of experience. These experiences are a way 
of calling collective social experience although it is as well part of everyday 
lives and encounters in immediate social context. (On the collective memory, 
collective experiences and shared experience by not knowing each other, Stark 
2011, 86–87.) 
Beck (1986) introduces current contextual societal situation in which and 
where the principle of social insurance is encountering challenges or even 
breaking. The principle of social insurance became a guiding matter or the 
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modern way of living in society from the turn of the 20th century and during the 
20th century. However, it was a reaction and a response to contemporary ques-
tions. It combined the old ways of producing social security with new ways – 
which became institutionalized during the 20th century – of producing and or-
ganizing social care, maintenance and security. 
The questions and matters of social responsibilities are always current and 
topical but the ways of constructing the responding systems and organizations 
may vary in time and place. These variations can be observed by looking at the 
basic conceptualizations of social and political research, for instance reflected in 
such dichotomies like individual and collective (concerned agency), public and 
private (concerned the spheres of agency) and time and place (concerned con-
textual conditions, i.e. the terms of agency). 
Beck (1986) writes that risk society – or socio-political shifts toward risk so-
ciety – can be solved and socially answered in a reflexive way. In the modern 
society, the principle of social insurance became a core element of the construc-
tion of modern social security system and the ways of constructing (social) se-
curity in the societal context. Beck’s thesis on risk society refers not only to the 
novel way of defining encountered risks in societal contexts, but it refers also to 
global situations where encountered risks are increasingly complex. They are 
more and more complex to handle at least in the socio-political contexts where 
they are previously typically handled and contextualized (i.e. they were 
contextulized especially in the context of nation-states during the 20th century). 
When discussing that, also the perspective on social policy as the way of react-
ing and reflecting topical social processes and encountered situations in social 
lives, research and discussions concerned social policy are needed. They are 
needed concerned those matters in empirical and theoretical sense and it is 
needed for temporal and historical understanding concerned not only the his-
torical roots and routes of nowadays social policy but also the thematical issues 
and matters of socio-political lives which are defined the understanding about 
social policy in nowadays. 
Labour protection 
The specific institution for workers’ protection was established in Finland in the 
1880s (Kettunen 1994, 31). According to Kettunen (1994, 13), labour protection is 
the response for the social question formed at the turn of the 20th century. La-
bour protection is conceptually wider than industrial protection115. Workers’ 
protection can be understood as the regulations by a state concerned living by 
paid work. Along with the aspect of state contextual (statutory) regulations, it 
could be denoted to social insurance. (Kettunen 1994, 13.) International con-
gresses concerned with industrial accidents have been organized (typically in 
                                                   
115Kettunen (1994) writes about the transformation from the labour protection to industrial  
protection (työväensuojelusta työsuojeluun) (Kettunen 1994, 13). 
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tandem with world fairs) since 1880. The international association concerned 
statutory labour protection was established in Paris in 1900. (Hellsten 2009, 16.) 
According to Kettunen (1994, 16), the core of labour protection is based on 
economic interests and reasoning. Yrjö-Koskinen, a contemporary writer, – and 
the member of Fennomania movement who emphasized the meaning of the 
state as a historical state – states that the duty of the state is protecting weaker 
members of society (Yrjö-Koskinen 2001 (1874), 61). Yrjö-Koskinen (2001 (1874), 
61–62, 73) writes about two conceptualizations of the state. Actually, he writes 
about the Hegelian way of viewing the state and the liberal conceptualization of 
state. Yrjö-Koskinen himself emphasized the Hegelian way of thinking (Yrjö-
Koskinen 2001 (1874); see also Rein (2001 (1878 & 1879)). 
The contemporary writers discussed the liberalist way of seeing market 
and the role of the state. Th. Rein discussed the functionality of the market – at 
the time strongly oriented by the free-market plea – and the role of state. He 
viewed the role of the state as the protector of the people and property (Rein 
2001 (1878), 112–122). He discussed individual and collective agency and he 
viewed individuals not only as individual human beings but refers with indi-
vidual also to groups as individuals who are – as a social group – promoting 
their group interests. (Rein 2001 (1878) 118–125.) This is reflected some ray or 
trace of reflections and referencing to the contemporary changes of socio-
political and political representation; however, this may include much interpre-
tation. 
Rein (2001 (1878), 116) discussed also Adam Smith’s theory. He referred to 
Smith when discussing the escalating division of labour which may be useful 
for production understood as purely technical process but which may cause 
‘sad consequences’116 for the working conditions. Rein (2001 (1878), 116) sug-
gested that Smith had been far more moderate than his follow-interpreters. He 
(2001 (1878)) asked how free, actually, free market is: is there always some 
[more or less invisible hand] guiding the way of market? He asked also ques-
tions about the consequences of changing contemporary economic and social 
conditions and work situations. (Rein 2001 (1878); Rein 2001 (1879); Yrjö-
Koskinen 2001 (1874), 73–74.) These are reflecting the questions of work and 
social responsibilities. 
Contemporary discussions also concerned the relations between labour 
and capital. For the situation in Finland, Yrjö-Koskinen (2001 (1874), 58–59, 61–
62, 72–79) discussed interaction between capital and work; he also emphasized 
the role of legislative processes concerned with the regulation of working con-
ditions and the conditions of work in a changing (work) environment and con-
text, too. Here he actually presented an example of the modern way of estab-
lishing a structure for the organization of the labour market: the tripartite sys-
tem became typical in Finland during the 20th century. It means that contempo-
                                                   
116In Finnish: ‘surulliset seuraukset’. 
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rary situations and topical questions that concerned the labour market were 
discussed with the representatives of the state, employers and workers. 
However, Yrjö-Koskinen’s view included specific connotations (nation-
state, the Hegelian way of thinking about a state), but he was a contemporary 
writer on the changes of work – and he expressed other social and political 
changes in his writing, too. They concerned social belonging and membership, 
which in those times formed new ways of belonging by their reference to the 
state context, specifically in the form of nation state. 
This has been interpreted as the shift from family and tribe based commu-
nity towards a modern way of belonging. There, the answers of modern belong-
ing were defined from suggesting nationality as founding principle for com-
munities. However, nationality as a social and political idea or ideology is com-
bining both mythical – glorious – past and expected successful future. Here, it 
has been viewed as an answer to modern people’s search for social and political 
belonging in situations in which the previously typical ways of maintaining 
social belonging were changing, even dissolving. (Järvelä 1994, 27–28.) (Fewster 
2006117 discusses giving meanings for the past and the meaning of these pro-
cesses for present orientation in time; on remembering and policies of remem-
bering, Peltonen 2007.) 
However, social belonging is a complex phenomenon linked with ques-
tions of social security: ‘how I can feel secure’ can be viewed as the crystalliza-
tion of this wider matter. There are always many ways of viewing social belong-
ing and security even one and the same era. However, belonging defined by the 
nation state as point of reference (and with citizenship as the basic node) be-
came distinctive in the 20th century. It is rooted in questions which had been 
generally asked in Europe at the turn of the 20th century. 
Kettunen (1994, 17) states that mainly the Marxist orientated research has 
been employed by the question of how to interprete the emergence of workers’ 
protection under the conditions and logic of capitalism. The tone of the inter-
pretations has been typically guided by the ideas of functionalism. (Kettunen 
1994, 17.) However, the class struggle has not been the only interpretation con-
sidering the birth of labour protection.  
Still the way of understanding labour protection as intervention in rela-
tions within companies and other workplaces is one point of view. Of course, 
the ideas which are later conceptualized as labour protection have been also 
                                                   
117Conceptualization by Anthony D. Smith is viewed as the frames of analysis in Fewster’s (2006) 
research. Smith’s conceptualization – introduced in Myths and Memories of the Nation (1999 [1984]) 
focuses the process of forming meanings for past. (Fewster 2006, 15–19, 401–405, 546, passim.) 
Past can be interpreted with different topical contextual aims and meanings. According to 
Peltonen (2007, 288), collective and individual views concerned past are expressed with different 
narratives and reconstructions both in an individual level and in social and societal context. On 
politics concerned processes of giving meanings for past (for ex. contemporary ‘High National 
Medievalism – The Politics of Finnish Antiquity’ ca 1890–1918), Fewster 2006, 184–308, passim. On 
interpreting the model concerned nation building by Hroch, Fewster 2006, 184–185; Gellner 1983. 
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included for example already in the pre-industrial way of producing social care 
and also in producing security in industrial communities. These are typically 
called the paternalistic strategies of social security. Kettunen (1994, 17) main-
tains that those strategies are not just a matter of the so-called traditional pat-
tern comparing with 'modern' but in usage also even in the 1980s for example in 
Japan. (Kettunen 1994, 17.) 
According to Kettunen (1994, 411), the ideological basis of labour protec-
tion is concerned with both, the paternalistic way of producing social security 
and the modern ideas of state as the protector of the weaker side in the labour 
market. When viewing labour protection as a state driven intervention into 
affairs of the company and the relations of work within this framework, the fact 
that there is a legal basis of that intervention is remarkable. This is linked with 
the changes of the state agency and legislative changes. 
An example concerned with social norms was the question of work done 
during holidays discussed at the turn of the 20th century. Kettunen (1994, 39) 
states the interesting point how both, those who were in favour of allowing and 
those who were in favour of denying working during the holy days were trying 
to apply both religious and economic norms together. (Kettunen 1994, 39–40.) 
For example the meanings of working time were discussed. On the one hand, 
the long enough working day was viewed necessary for preventing 'idleness' 
(in Finnish: joutilaisuus). Debates were concerned length of working day. Indus-
try owner V.J. von Wright, for example, tried to get the statement of working 
day with only twelve hours to the decree of protection in the 1880s – he did not 
succeed in that aim in that case. (Kettunen 1994, 41; Hellsten 2009, 36.) 
The contemporary writer who emphasized the role of the state, Yrjö-
Koskinen (2001 (1874), 79), wrote also about the legislation concerned industrial 
work. However, no remarkable changes occured (Kettunen 1994). Nevertheless, 
this is also reflecting the new – modern – ideas of state: the state is viewed both 
as context and as actor of politics. Thus, it is viewed as actor in the field of pro-
tection the action being based on a legal ground. 
The ideological premises of labour protection were the basis of workers’ 
protection, the parity of employment contract, the principle of workers’ partici-
pation and the ideas of the work place hierarchy (Kettunen 1994, 412). Howev-
er, the agency of labour protection was not only concerned with the risks and 
dangers araising within the process of work but also with the societal relations 
of work relations, the conditions of consumption, purchasing and selling 
(Kettunen 1994, 21, 23). Workers’ protection can be interpreted as a (modern) 
way of setting frameworks for social and economic life: it can be viewed as the 
modern way of controlling, setting norms and social frames in (modern) lives. 
However, there were also ideas which promoted labour protection espe-
cially as matter of protecting the 'old', i.e. already existing order in factories. In 
that case, labour protection had been viewed as the protector of labour relations 
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in changing social, economic and societal situations (where work and produc-
tion changed). (Kettunen 1994, 41.)  
The institutionalization of labour protection aimed at constructing a par-
ticular social (sphere) (Kettunen 1994, 90). This means that institutionalizing 
was constructing the social in a particular way. Measures and provisions in the 
field of labour protection can be understood both, on the individual and on the 
collective level. For the individual, labour protection was typically meant to 
provide protection of the weaker part in the dangerous and changeable labour 
market. The collective dimension referred to equality in the negotiations be-
tween the associations of workers and employers. (Kettunen 1994, 19, 25, 422.) 
Kettunen (1994, 27) states that the history of labour protection is contradictory 
ideas. 
According to him (1994, 28), the needs and interest got their meanings in 
relation with risks in the field of labour protection. This is deeply related with 
the contextual ways of defining social risk. (Kettunen 1994, 28–29, 392.) The 
ideas of factory had been especially meaningful for the conceptualization of 
societal and social changes at the turn of the 20th century. They were meaningful 
for shaping ideas about social and societal changes. Taking the image or idea of 
factory as point of reference, different visions concerned social and societal 
change arsing especially from industrialization were reflected, crystallized and 
structured reflecting fears and hopes (Kettunen 1994, 33; on ‘the Machine Age’ 
and ‘World of Iron’, Rodgers 2001, 8–20, 367–408).  
These ideas influenced and even determined social and political thoughts 
and ideas as for example the emergence of labour protection. However, the 
emergence of labour protection was not only a reaction to social, economic and 
societal changes. Labour protection was formed as the part of those changes. 
(Kettunen 1994, 33.) Thus, it could be interpreted, that it was also influencing 
the way in which these changes took concrete forms. One of the core ideas of 
labour protection was to limit some economic relations in the name of the bene-
fit of the whole nation (people as a nation) (Kettunen 1994 37). This is also re-
flecting the process of defining the space and state of membership. 
However, at the turn of the 20th century questions about workers’ protec-
tion moved into the realm of state responsibility. Thus, they were also connect-
ed with different understanding of the meaning and role of the state. The way 
in which members of the Fennomania movement was typically saw the state, 
found its roots in the Hegelian conception introduced in Finland by J.V. 
Snellman. This way they emphasized the state as moral power. The ideas of 
liberalism, for its part, emphasizedsocial order constructed mainly and mostly 
by individuals pursuing their own benefit: according to them, a state could not 
be conscious considering these individual interests but it was still under an 
obligation to help people to get their aims. (Kettunen 1994, 44.) 
The legal basis for labour protection was established in Finland in 1889 
with the decree of labour protection. It made some concrete remarks for ‘the 
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basis of need' which was explicated in the decree of livelihood in 1879. Employ-
ers had been made responsible for the social risks arising from work accidents. 
As Kettunen (1994, 48) states, this could cause economic problems for employ-
ers. (Kettunen 1994, 46, 48.) However, the emergence of novel ways of protec-
tion, like accident insurance, was linked with the processes of modernization 
and rationalization in the factory contexts (Kettunen 1994, 55.) Defining occupa-
tional accident insurance needed the definitions of what a social risk would be 
in the light of the insurance, i.e. what this insurance would finally cover. 
The labour inspectors were inspectors who secured the realizations of ap-
pointed aims, norms and regulations. They were allowed to visit every compa-
ny or factory in their superindendency. (Kettunen 1994, 65; Hellsten 2009, 21–
24.) Kettunen (1994, 82) states that the labour inspectors were implementing the 
power of the modern state (which has been described according to Foucault at 
the same time both individualizing and totalizing). (Kettunen 1994, 65 82–89.) 
Yrjö-Koskinen (2001 (1874), 96) emphasizes the meaning of positioning the in-
spectors. By doing so, he introduces one of the core changes concerned the 
modernization of work and the regulating processes of modern way of working 
with reflecting the changes in other European countries. Nevertheless, labour 
protection is concerned – in a quite unique way – with social and economic 
questions in societies with modern order, norms and a respective way of living. 
 
Shifting work 
In the second half of the 19th century and in the turn of the 20th century, the so-
cial question was defined distinctively as the question of employment and 
moreover as workers’ question. Nevertheless, contemporary writers empha-
sized that those questions are distinctively related in time and place. Oskar 
Groundstroem emphasized in his writing Helsingin työväen taloudellisista 
oloista118 that the social question means not only the question of work and work-
ers; however, he saw the question of work and workers as the key contempo-
rary question of the era.  This reflects, that he viewed ‘social question’ to be 
something wider. (Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 41; see also Pulma 1999, 177–179. 
On the lectures, writings and publications of Social Policy Association in Fin-
land at the beginning of the 20th century, Hellsten 2009, 26–28.) 
Discussions of the questions of employment and workers’ question were 
brought in Finland fore in the 1870s. When comparing with the situation in 
Finland with that in other European countries, these topics played still a rela-
tive minor role. This lag was caused by the phases and attributes of industriali-
zation in Finland119. (Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 37–38.) Industrialization in 
                                                   
118Based on Oskar Groundstroem’s lecture (concerned workers’ economic conditions in Helsinki) at 
the meeting of Kansantaloudellinen Yhdistys (The Economic Association) in the year 1894.(Source 
information: Groundstroem, Osk. 1895. Helsingin työväen taloudellisista oloista. Lecture at the 
meeting of The Economic Association 1984. 
119Noticing the contextual problematics of different sources is essential when reading and studying 
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Finland can be crystallized to be late and local (formed mostly in the agrarian 
contexts); urbanization was partly contemporaneuous. 
However, the contemporary European discussions were followed. Ques-
tions were introduced in Finland by referring to ongoing discussions in other 
European countries and by speculating possible analogies (like: what could 
happen in Finland, how and when). (Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 37–41). Ac-
cording to Eräsaari and Rahkonen (2001), the educated elite followed ongoing 
European discussions concerned the questions of work and workers but these 
writings did not cause hardly any public debate. Ongoing discussions con-
cerned with societal changes were also taken up because of the discussions 
about the liberalist ideas and practices about economy. (Eräsaari & Rahkonen 
2001, 37–39.) 
The discussions about social question in Finland were typically summaries 
and synopses from the discussions ongoing in other European countries. In 
Finland, discussions were directed towards the questions of countryside and 
agrarian workers (Jaakkola 1994, 72, 87–103). Actually, this – rural situation – 
was more topical question in Finland at those times because of the socio-
contextual attributes and the phases of industrialism. Thus, the question of 
work and workers’ question, the contemporary social question, was at least at 
first, concerned mainly the agrarian way of living and the agrarian way of 
working in Finland. 
In the Finnish social and political discourse, especially in the context of 
Finnish labour movement, the word 'työväki' (denoting to workers) had been 
defined not so much linked with paid work in the field of industry. However, 
discussions about rationalization in agriculture had been very topical in Finland 
at the turn of the 20th century (Kettunen 1994, 93, 208). However, possible anal-
ogies concerned the consequences of mass industrialization as well as the 
workers’ questions of working and living conditions were introduced in Fin-
land in the 1870s. The first contemporary writers concerned with these social 
matters were professor Y.S. Yrjö-Koskinen (1874) and philosopher Th. Rein 
(1878). Professor A.F. Granfelt, for example, wrote also about social movements 
(1873) albeit that text was mainly a summary with references to German texts. 
(Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 37–39.)120 (See more Rein 2001 (1878); Yrjö-Koskinen 
2001 (1874); Rein 2001 (1879).) 
                                                                                                                            
for ex. the question of work (force) or the changes of work in the turn of the 20th century; 
according to Haapala (1989, 44), local way of thinking concerned for ex. working conditions 
may vary from the wider context. 
120Associations: Kansantaloudellinen Yhdistys [The Economic Association] was established in the 
year 1884 and an example to it was Deutsch association ‘Verein für Sozialpolitik’. Ekonomiska 
Samfundet i Finland [The Economic Association] was established in the year 1894, and ‘Suomen 
Työväensuojelus- ja sosiaalivakuutusyhdistys – Föreningen för Arbetareskydd och 
socialförsäkring i Finland, [The Association of Labour Protection and Social Insurance in 
Finland] in the year 1909 (Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 39–40). See also Appendix 3. 
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The turn of the 20th century was also the time of forming new public spaces 
by writing and reading. Contemporary writers were taking part in establishing 
social and political discourse. There were several ‘social matters’ (called 
“seikka” in Finnish) which were contemporary: actual social matters in social 
lives needed to be discussed and reflected. In the European context, the matter 
of (industrial) workers had a central role (the matter of workers’, in Finnish: 
“työväenseikka”, as contemporary writer Yrjö-Koskinen (2001 (1874), 56) it 
states).  Typical for the contemporary writings in Finland was that they reflect-
ed European discussion. This is obvious also for the writing of Yrjö-Koskinen 
(2001 (1874)). Yrjö-Koskinen had a central role in the Fennomania movement. 
He is also viewed as the first writer in the context of Finland on the matters 
which became as the questions of social policy within its modern meanings. 
Typical for the writing by Yrjö-Koskinen (2001 (1874)) is the reflection con-
cerned other European countries and their societal changes (Yrjö-Koskinen 
(2001 (1874), 58). Nevertheless, the flows of contemporary ideas were not going 
one-way, moving from the other parts of Europe to Finland but they were ra-
ther relational, interactional and multidimensional (Hellsten 2009, 15–18, 22, 
45).  
However, Yrjö-Koskinen (2001 (1874)) made a point of the matters and 
questions of work and social security in Finland in the late half of the 19th centu-
ry. The idea of his writing about the matter of workers (‘Työväenseikka’) is to 
clarify what the question of workers matters is about and how it is expressed in 
Finland (Yrjö-Koskinen 2001 (1874)). First, Yrjö-Koskinen (2001 (1874), 56–57, 80) 
stated, that the matter of workers is not so topical in Finland than it is in other 
European countries. He found two major reasons for that. According to Yrjö-
Koskinen (2001 (1874), 80–81), the major reasons are both economic factors and 
the belated industrialization.  
Hence, the matter of workers was not mainly concerned with industrial 
workers but focused on agrarian workers (Yrjö-Koskinen 2001 (1874), 80–81). 
Therefore in its beginning in FInland the question of work and the workers’ 
question were mainly agrarian were. This was typical for social and societal 
changes in Finland at the turn of the 20th century: social and societal changes 
were not only the consequences of industrialization and its side-effects but also 
the agrarian way of living was changing. Thus, because of the matter that whole 
society was typically agrarian, were those changes remarkable. In Finland, the 
matters of agrarian work become manifested also in countryside and the matter 
of changing work was the matter of changing agrarian. 
Nevertheless, rural questions and matters and the changes of agrarian way 
of living were discussed only slightly – if at all – in contemporary European 
social and political discussions; the focus was mainly oriented on issues of in-
dustrialization. (Rodgers 2001, 318–342.) However, the situation in the country-
side in Finland was special if compared with many other countries. Yrjö-
Koskinen (2001 (1874), 80–81), for example, compares the conditions in Fin-
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land’s countryside with the conditions in England. The conditions of farming 
and land owning were different in Finland. Although the matter of work was 
mainly agrarian, was the ownership not only the privilege of some few (feudal 
system did not exist) (Yrjö-Koskinen 2001 (1874), 81). However, the land owner-
ship became one of the key matters in the social and societal changes in Finland 
(Yrjö-Koskinen 2001 (1874), 80–93). 
According to Yrjö-Koskinen (2001 (1874), 57–58), the matter of work 
(työväenseikka, the question or the matter of work and workers) has been dis-
cussed in Finland with two aspects: as the question of poor relief and as the 
questions of hiring and legal protection. This was the labour protection in its 
old form (Yrjö-Koskinen 2001 (1874), 58). However, the old and new way can be 
found in parallel or at least expressed in other place at the same time: i.e. the 
modern way of labour protection can be current in some country while other 
country can realized it within its old form (Kettunen 1994, 17). 
Yrjö-Koskinen (2001 (1874), 82–83) made comments on the new decree on 
hiring (1865) and the regulations concerned with mobility and migration. With 
respect to the latter, he introduced the question of (free) movement from one 
community to another and the respective responsibilities of local communities. 
He was also reflecting on questions about vagabondage, ending up to bring in 
the more precise rules and regulations concerned moving because of weak pos-
sibility for care and responsibilities. (Yrjö-Koskinen 2001 (1874), 82–83. Con-
temporary comments on the changes concerned the regulations of livelihood 
and trade (Yrjö-Koskinen 2001 (1874), 94–95.) Social care, security and all social 
responsibilities were defined and organized on the basis of local responsibility, 
defined by the principle of belonging to a village: initially this belonging had 
been organized by church and parish, and after the decree in the year 1865 the 
definition had been given by the municipalities as legal entities. 
However, vagabondage was viewed as a social problem which caused so-
cial insecurity in several ways (because staying in place was viewed typically as 
ideal) – but although it was in some cases a consequence from social insecurity. 
Yrjö-Koskinen (2001 (1874), 83, 89–93) and Rein (2001 (1879), 145, passim) 
viewed (social) adhesion in particular local context as a core element. However, 
parts – actually the greatest parts – of the social and societal changes were caus-
es and consequences of new forms of mobility and ways of social belonging. 
Social adhesion was changing. However, it was not a sudden break but it was a 
matter of changing contextual interaction processes by forming something new, 
while at the very same time maintaining parts from the previously typical ways 
of producing social cohesion and belonging. Changes were rather processes 
taking long, long time rather than being a sudden rupture. 
However, there were just a few legislative changes concerned working 
conditions although they were in transition. There was only the decree on in-
dustrial accident about the employer's responsibility (Kettunen 1994, 37, 46–47, 
passim). In the late half of the 19th century, the decree on industrial accidents 
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(1895) and the statute on labour protection (1889) were approved (Kettunen 
1994, 46). The decree of industrial accidents reflected the dangers of work as 
social risk and the employer's responsibilities were defined (Kettunen 1994, 47). 
(On the two tracks of preparation concerned the decree of industrial accident, 
the supporters and opponents of the obligatory insurance, Kettunen 1994, 49.) 
According to Yrjö-Koskinen (2001 (1874), 57), although these matters were 
discussed in Finland, they were not discussed in the same way as matters of 
workers and work had been understood and expressed in other European 
countries. In Finland, they were not questions of work within modern, industri-
alized meaning. Modernization, however how complex phenomena and con-
troversial concept it is, concerned work was also about the matters of social 
lives; actually, the changes of work were the matters of social life.  
Economic liberalism was also discussed and introduced into Finland. Yrjö-
Koskinen (2001 (1874), 58, passim) wrote about economic liberalism translating 
it by using the term ‘ekonomistalaisuus’. He made some references to the theo-
ries of capital and work (Yrjö-Koskinen 2001 (1874), 58–59). However, he ended 
up by concluding that they need each other but, however, they (i.e. capital and 
work) need to be controlled by state – not only by a minimalistic state but a 
historical state (Yrjö-Koskinen 2001 (1874) 60–61; see also Ehrnrooth 2001 (1912), 
157). Yrjö-Koskinen reflected a pure Hegelian way of thinking about the role of 
the state in history and in respect of the relations between individual and collec-
tive agency. Yrjö-Koskinen (2001 (1874), 60–61) viewed the state as expression of 
progress; this reflects the Hegelian way of social and political thinking.  
At the beginning of the 20th century, Ehrnrooth stated that the question of 
work (employment) and workers' question are the most topical questions with 
which social policy is concerned at that time (Ehrnrooth 2001 (1912), 149, 152–
154). Of course, social policy as the policy of defining, viewing, organizing and 
even living social and political situations concerned these matters, the matters 
of work and workers. In fact, these became the beginnings of social policy with 
its modern meanings. This means that social policy had been shaped and 
formed by these modern terms and conditions. Thus it was also part of into the 
process of setting norms and legislated regulations to the way of living in 
(modern) society. 
It is central from the viewpoint of source criticism to acknowledge that 
contemporary writers on the question of work and the workers’ question, espe-
cially those who were later named as key writers on these topics, were also 
engaged in tackling other contemporary social and societal questions of the 
time. Some associations were established, providing a framework for such de-
bates, and discussions were published in newspapers etc. (For ex. Soikkanen 
1966, 133–134; Markkola 2002, 155–156, 174–175; Alapuro & Stenius 1989; Liika-
nen 1995, 283–284, 321–332, passim; Kettunen 2003, 176–192; Fewster 2006, 120–
127.) It was also the era of forming new public spaces for relevant discussions. 
Establishing associations was linked with the emergence of civil society in Fin-
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land. However, the major social changes were encountered in the ways of or-
ganizing work and social security. Changes of production and reproduction 
changed also the ways of work and produce social security. 
 
4.2 SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITIES AND SOCIAL SECURITY: 
REACTING AND RESPONDING TO CONTEMPORARY 
QUESTIONS 
 
Contemporary contextual questions of the structures and the ways of organiz-
ing production and reproduction were connected with questions about the or-
ganization of social responsibilities (on discussions of them, especially on theo-
retical emphases and dimensions, for ex. Anttonen 1997, 110–141, passim). 
On thematic of care and maintenance 
The themes of care are linked with the questions of public and private spheres 
and social responsibilities. In addition to the arenas and areas of activities, the 
themes of care are contextually expressed as the ways of arranging agencies 
between individual and collective concerned producing and reproducing social 
responsibilities. Anttonen (1997, 138) writes about care as societal question and 
about the processes along with these, care became a matter of societal discus-
sion. She refers to the definitions of work in societal context, the questions of 
education and women’s social position. The question of care can be opened 
with various viewpoints and framework (even with value judgments) both, in 
societal contexts and as matter of theoretical and conceptual discussion. Practic-
es of care and the process of producing of social responsibilities are always 
timely questions. Social and societal ways of organizing social responsibilities 
changed at the turn of the 20th century. This is not only connected with changing 
social practices but also with changing political activities. (See also for ex. 
Parente-Čapková 2004) 
 
Social responsibilities 
Questions of social responsibilities are connected with the process of structur-
ing social and societal lives and organizing responsibilities between individual 
and collective agencies. Social responsibilities can be understood both as social 
responsibilities between individuals and as social responsibilities organized as 
provision from various individual and collective agencies (van Ewijk 2010, 28–
29). On the one hand, there can be question about various practices and con-
cerned caring121 and maintenance, on which the questions of (social) responsi-
                                                   
121On two research traditions on care, Anttonen 1997, 127–141. The traditions are Scandinavian and 
British tradition (ibid.). See also Rantalaiho 1994, 9. 
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bilities are delineated contextually between individual and collective agencies. 
On the other hand, it is a question of social control and social norms that are 
applied (for ex. Rahikainen 1991). 
According to Levinas (1996, 79), connection with other human being is 
made just as responsibility. This is independent from whether or not that re-
sponsibility is taken or denied or despite the matter whether it is possible to do 
something for the other or not. However, the responsibility exists. Levinas 
(1996, 80) emphasizes that responsibility is unavoidably formed along with 
encounters: it is, without expecting favour in return. (On meanings and repre-
sentations of other, Löytty 2005a–b; otherness in the context of care, 
Abdelhamid 2004. On other as social category of limits, Löytty 2005a, 8. Differ-
ence is not opposite, on ideological forming of opposites, Lehtonen 2004; Löytty 
2005b, 181–182. On thematic of otherness, Buber 1995; Levinas 2006; Levinas 
1996. See also McGrew 1992, 94–95; Rahikainen 1991, 57.) 
Social responsibilities can be interpreted (wider or more restricted) from 
the viewpoint of the contextual relation between individual and collective 
(agencies). In that case the point of view can be opened for example with refer-
ence to Levinas’ (1996, 70–71) considerations. Levinas (1996, 70–71) asks the 
principles of societal boundaries: are limits made to restrict actions motivated 
by ‘homo homini lupus’ -principle (‘man is a wolf to his fellow man’) or are 
limits and boundaries restricting human is for human -principle? So, are institu-
tions restricting disagreements between humans – or are restrictions made to 
limit ‘infinity responsibility which will be opened within ethical human rela-
tions?’ (Levinas 1996, 70–71.) 
Questions of social responsibilities are connected with ways of organizing 
social and societal lives. Social responsibilities can be viewed both as liabilities 
among individuals and as social responsibilities organized contextually among 
different individual and collective agencies (van Ewijk 2010, 28–29). On the one 
hand, the question can be about various practices of care122 and maintenance. 
Relevant questions of organizing responsibilities between individual and collec-
tive are defined against the background of this context. On the other hand, the 
question may be about social control and thematic of social norms (for ex. 
Rahikainen 1991). Meanwhile, they are also producing and reproducing partic-
ular social order. 
Questions of social responsibilities are both, a concrete and conceptual ex-
ample of ways to view the questions of work in a (particular) societal context: 
How is work defined? Why just like that? Is the primary contextual dimension 
of meanings of work referring to paid work, work for pay? Is the typical mod-
ern denotation of work referring to salary-based work? How different works 
are defined in societal and social contexts and how this will be impacted on the 
                                                   
122On Scandinavian and British research tradition about care, Anttonen 1997, 127–141. See also 
Rantalaiho 1994, 9. 
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ideas of work? (Koistinen 1999, 196–203, passim; Stark 2009, 230, 238–239, 243–
244; Anttonen 1997, 101, 203, passim; Allen 1992, 174; Julkunen & Nätti 1999; 
Kerkelä 1996.) In addition to this, the questions of social responsibilities are 
connected with socio-contextual ideas and definitions on 'men's work' and 
'women's work', i.e. how – if any way – definitions are made concerned gender 
and work, and how restricted and categorized those gender-based definitions 
on agency will be. 
Changes concerned the ways of organizing care responsibilities are reflec-
tions from paradigmatic ideas on the relations of responsibilities between indi-
vidual and collective agency (Anttonen 1997, 138; on contextual perceiving, for 
ex. Bäckman & Stenman 2004, 3, passim). The ways of organizing social respon-
sibilities are a distinctive and essential part of structuring societal lives. They 
are forming relations between individual and collective and shaping the power 
structures concerned politics and social lives. These questions are considered 
the questions of reproduction concerned sometimes just the reproduction of 
labour (about that, Kettunen 1994, 29, passim). 
 
Charity and voluntary work inspired by the ideas of philanthropy 
Social activities organized by the charity organizations were made up the com-
munal social maintenance especially in the cities. The actions and agencies of 
civic organizations were constructing the novel ways of social care and mainte-
nance which were acquired later in the field of communal care, aid and mainte-
nance. The private charity, for example, was organized and carried out by la-
dies’ associations123. (Pulma 1987, 76, 87–88; Toikko 2005, 26. See also Saarinen 
1994.)  
Charity activities were constructed and inspired mostly by the ideas of 
philanthropy in Europe during the 19th century. Philanthropy had been under-
stood as voluntary, often typically gratuitous relief action undertaken for the 
good of the underprivileged, the disadvantaged of society. Organizing charity 
was strategically based on women’s social and societal position and the ways of 
viewing women as social actors. It was meant, at the same time, that the social 
spheres and areas of women’s social agency in the societal context were broad-
ened. The importance of voluntary charitable activities also emphasized the 
reduction and demarcation of the actions made by the official agency of social 
responsibilities and maintenance. (Mähönen 1996, 185–186.) 
The breakthrough of voluntary charitability happened in Finland in the 
late half of the 19th century. Social changes evoked social activities which then 
stirred the discussions about societal matters. The objects of discussions and 
actions were especially questions of urbanization which were inspired by ob-
serving discussions and occasions in other European countries. (Mähönen 1996, 
186–187; Saarinen 1994.) 
                                                   
123In Finnish: rouvasväenyhdistykset.  
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Ladies’ associations were the starters of charities and voluntary organiza-
tions. Later also other voluntary organizations and associations were carrying 
out (voluntary) charitable action along with the official forms of social mainte-
nance. (Jaakkola 1993, 28–29.) However, the members of the Free Church, i.e. 
the congregational actors, viewed charities organized by the ladies’ associations 
in a rather critical way, albeit they also acquired some ideas of philanthropy to 
their own activities, for example considering the meaning of work and educa-
tion (Markkola 2002, 80). 
The social activities of many Christian charities took shape in the second 
half of the 19th century. At that time, for example the rescue mission, the Salva-
tion Army and the Young Women’s Christian Association (YWCA)124 started 
their activities in Finland. (Mähönen 1996, 187–188; Markkola 2002; Sulkunen 
1989, 164, passim.) 
The systems of producing social security were multidimensional in the 
turn of the 20th century. The communal system of maintenance, on the one 
hand, was relatively old-fashioned. On the other hand, the social activities of 
various charity organizations were connected with contemporary European 
social and political thoughts and ideas. (Jaakkola 1993, 29.) Education, instruct-
ing and helping women as well as child welfare were emphasized as the main 
areas of social activities concerned with the production of social security by the 
charitis in the second half of the 19th century. (Jaakkola 1993, 28–29.) 
 
Social work 
The beginnings of social work can be seen at the turn of the 20th century. It was 
connected, on the one hand, with the reflections and reactions of contemporary 
social and societal changes. On the other hand, it had been an expression of 
new social and societal actors and activities. Religion with its specific 
worldview played in the beginnings a major role and then throughout the early 
phase of social work. The given meanings of societal actions, for example root-
ed in the religious ways of thinking, were not necessarily the same as they are 
nowadays (Markkola 2002, 17). Religion was not a separated area or sphere in 
societies in the 19th century (Markkola 2002, 28).(Markkola 2002. See also for ex. 
Gorski 2005; Alapuro 1977; Rokkan 1987.)  
Markkola has researched the history of social work125 in Finland in the late 
half of the 19th century and at the beginning of the 20th century. She (2002, 28) 
states, that religion and especially Christian religion was the basis of worldview 
for the professional women who did social work. The worldview based on 
Christian religion was the template of viewing social phenomena of living. 
(Markkola 2002, 28.)  
                                                   
124In Finnish: Kaupunkilähetys, Pelastusarmeija ja Nuorten Naisten Kristillinen Yhdistys (NNKY).  
125Markkola (2002, 10, passim) conceptualizes the treatment of the research subject with the themes 
and questions of gender and religion. 
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Christian social work was done by the motivation of Christian conviction 
and in the spirit of home mission. It aimed at overcoming social evils or at least 
to relieve social problems caused by social evils. (Markkola 2002, 10.) Women's 
agency and activity in the phases of the constructing processes of civil society 
have been researched from the viewpoint of the themes of religion, for example, 
in the contexts of organizational agency and social work of the church. The 
relevance of Christian agencies was remarkable in many fields of social, cultural 
and societal activities. (Markkola 2002, 27; Sulkunen 1989.) With social work 
also new social and societal agencies emerged. 
Social work was directed with the ideas of women's social position and so-
cial calling at the turn of the 20th century (Markkola 2002). The question of call-
ing was essential concerned the women's professional and organizational agen-
cy. The ideas of calling were constructed in the contemporary discussions126. 
However, women who did social work, with Christian religious conviction, 
were not a uniform group or even community127. There was not a unitary way 
of women’s agency: there were various ways of activities, not just one way of 
acting. (Markkola 2002, 24–25, 29.) Along with the beginnings of the communal 
poor relief the social tasks and duties of the church were also reflected in the 
new context. The beginnings of social work of the church are connected with 
these reflections. (Markkola 2002, 88; see also Pulma 1994, 62. Appendix 2.) 
The roles of the church and parish concerned social responsibilities were 
reflected and viewed in novel frames and with new contextual ideas: the com-
munal poor relief meant that social responsibilities were transferred in juridical 
and administrative sense from the church and parishes to municipalities. How-
ever, contemporary social and societal changes also have had an impact on or-
ganizing home mission in Finland. In addition to organizing social care and 
maintenance, the role of the church in respect of education changed along with 
the decree of (elementary) school128 (1866). The definition of the relations be-
tween church and state also structured societal roles and division of their social 
work. (Markkola 2002, 88.) 
However, the research about the societal and social role of women has 
been focused mainly on voluntary associations and philanthropy as their specif-
ic array of societal activity. In that case, philanthropy has been viewed both as 
strategy of women’s participation in public arenas and as method of gathering 
social sway concerned the questions of the public sphere. The analyses have 
been framed especially with questions of the spheres of public and private as 
well as questions of the limits of agency, concerned especially with women's 
social and societal arrays of action. 
                                                   
126Women and men were positioned in the hierarchical categories and in the categories which made 
hierarchies in socio-cultural processes (Markkola 2002, 29, 32). 
127See Markkola 2002, 24–25. 
128On the loans granted communities because of the schools and the almshouses, Kuusterä 1989, 
231–241, 324–328. 
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The activities of home mission were divided as social and spiritual work in 
the 19th century. In the context of the activities of the home mission, social work 
was meant saving, redemptive and protective work. Typical for Christian or-
ganizations and associations as well as for the social work of the church was 
internationality. According to Markkola (2002, 58), in the 19th century it had 
been typical for new agencies to make reference to cases and examples from 
other countries. Social work of the church opened the novel dimension to social 
and societal agency in the 1860s. (Markkola 2002, 57–71.) Social work was also 
taken on board by many (agencies of) revivalist movements inspired and moti-
vated by their conviction. (Markkola 2002, 57–71, 88; Toikko 2005, 32–34, 76–95. 
See also Siltala 1996, 140–143; Suolinna 1981; Haapala 1989, 114–115.) 
Along with the questions of urbanization, church-based social work had 
also been geared towards living conditions and circumstances in the country-
side. Social work of the church was structured as the part of the parishes’ agen-
cy in the 1890s; the advancement of social work of the church was emphasized 
in the parishes at the beginning of the 20th century. Social work of the church 
began in Finland in the 1860s and many congregational actors constructed their 
social and societal agency in the second half of the 19th century. The Salvation 
Army began their social activities in Finland in the second half of the 19th centu-
ry. (Markkola 2002, 61–73, 83–88, 91, 124–132, passim; on the social work of the 
church, also for ex. Mähönen 1996, 187–188.) 
The beginnings of social work of the church were connected with both, 
administrative changes of social responsibilities and contemporary social and 
societal changes. Markkola (2002, 88) contends, that this is also connected with 
new ways of defining the relations between church and state. The re-definition 
also shaped the way in which social and societal responsibilities were shared 
and structured. (Markkola 2002, 88–90.) The social changes of societal lives were 
reflected in and reacted with social work done by several actors and agencies. 
The Christian organizations did social work in industrial communities129 
aiming on finding a response to the questions of industrialization and urbaniza-
tion. Deaconesses were also employed by factories. They did social work and 
health care. Social agency because of responding social questions was orga-
nized, for example, by social work of the church, the actors of charity inspired 
by philanthropy and temperance movement. At the beginning of the 20th centu-
ry, labour movement took also increasingly part in organizing the agencies to 
respond to the social questions of societal lives. (Markkola 2002, 95, 123, 160.) 
The central objects of social work done by Christian conviction were about con-
temporary social questions and consequences of urbanization. According to 
Markkola (2002, 107), rescue mission organizations can be interpreted as imme-
diate response to the social and societal challenges that emerged in the course 
of industrialization. The Free Church, i.e. the congregational actors, and the 
                                                   
129In Finnish: teollisuuskeskustyö. 
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Salvation Army organized also their social activities in the cities130. Housing, for 
example, was a concrete example concerned the questions of urbanization. 
(Markkola 2002, 107–109.)  
The housing question became part of the social discussion in the second 
half of the 19th century (Markkola 2002, 109; Juntto 1990; Markkola 1994, 23, 69–
79, 134–151). The questions of urbanization and social lives in suburbs were 
taken into account by various actors who had been active in the field of social 
work at the turn of the 20th century (Markkola 2002). Workers’ villages or com-
munities were formed in the outskirts of the city. According to Jaakkola (1994, 
76–77), workers digested the urban way of living first in those areas and they 
constructed a specific working-class culture. 
From the viewpoint of home mission, for example, social questions in the 
suburbs of cities were connected with both, the concrete impacts of housing 
conditions and the questions which were approached as socially 'suspicious 
and precarious'. In these areas they were also getting manifest. On the one 
hand, the suburbs were at a distance from the congregational connection and 
religious lives in the city or the countryside. (Markkola 2002, 109–110; Juntto 
1990.) On the other hand, the question was about encountering different 
spheres and outlooks of social lives as well as social changes of societal living. 
However, the Christian organizations launched new forms of social work. 
The first Christian organization which started practical social work in the sub-
urbs and at workers blocks was the Helsinki Deaconesses' Institution131. Helsin-
ki rescue mission continued later the social work which had been originally 
started by deaconesses' institutions. The rescue mission was established in the 
1880s. At the time, the Helsinki Workers' association and the workroom organi-
zation by the Free Church132 had been also active in this area. The organization 
of rescue mission is connected with contemporary social changes with related 
social questions. Social work undertaken by the rescue mission focused on 
promoting employment and housing. (Markkola 2002, 110–111, 224.) 
The relation between social work of the church and communal poor relief 
was a matter of discussion and different viewpoints around how to organize 
and establish social responsibilities from the beginning of social work of the 
church. (Markkola 2002, 148–160.) Questions were connected with the defini-
tions of policies around social work and communal poor relief and health care 
as well as the relations concerned with the definitions of social policy. Preven-
tive social work and supplementing the official action related to social policy 
                                                   
130On contradictions concerned urbanization, see Chapter 3.1. 
131In Finnish: Helsingin diakonissalaitos. Sister Cecilia Blomqvist continued the work begun by 
directress Amanda Cajander in the 1860s. Blomqvist made both social work and health care. 
Blomqvist's work was continued by the Helsinki rescue mission (established 1883). (Markkola 
2002, 110–111.)  
132In Finnish: Helsingin Kapunkilähetys, Helsingin Työväenyhdistys, vapaakirkollisten toimijoiden 
työhuoneyhdistys. 
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were defined as the societal duty of Christian social work133. Christian social 
work was viewed as social service done with Christian conviction. (Markkola 
2002, 162.) The ethos of Christian calling for social engagement had been em-
phasized in social work at the turn of the 20th century. 
The establishment of safe houses, i.e. refuges for women had been part of 
the social work during the second half of the 19th century. The concept ‘safe 
house’ or refuge is called in Finnish ‘turvakoti’, ‘safe home’. Thus, it is bearing 
the metaphor of home134. Actually, ‘home’ was a key concept in the field of so-
cial work in the second half of the 19th century and at the turn of the 20th centu-
ry. (Markkola 2002, 211, 227–276, 367, 370; Sulkunen 1989, 165–172, passim. On 
home as spatial relation, Vilkko 2007, 14, 19, passim.) Home as spatial relation 
means a specific social and spatial orientation (on home as a private sphere and 
in relation with a public sphere or dimension, i.e. on contradictories and socio-
spatial boundaries, Vilkko 2007, 21–22; Morley 2003; Hall 2003; Anttonen 1997, 
110–141, passim). It means also remembering and experiencing places and so-
cial spaces. Julkunen (1986, 133) defines that women’s agency in the contexts of 
everyday lives is supporting common, socially shared everyday lives. This, she 
continues, is constructing social cohesion in a way ‘everyone can sense the feel-
ing of being at home’. (Julkunen 1986, 133.) 
 
Care and education 
Contemporary social questions were also concerned with the situation of chil-
dren and youth which changed in the context of the overall changes. Educa-
tional matters and childcare were contemporary social questions. Especially the 
famine years in the 1860s had an effect on the formation of social safety for 
children and youth: social help and assistance was required in changing situa-
tions.  The beginnings of establishing child welfare as institutionalized societal 
system are linked with the part of the social and societal changes in the turn of 
the 20th century.135 (Hämäläinen 2007, 30–34.) (See also Satka 2003; Pulma 1987, 
64–65, passim; Häkkinen 1999.)  
Building up the services of child welfare was typically an urban phenome-
non in the late half of the 19th century. It had been viewed as part of other ques-
tions connected with forming cities and new social shifts which are typically 
described with the term urbanization. In the agrarian context, social responsi-
bilities and social care were organized and guided by the principles of poor 
                                                   
133On the social gospel of Christian social work and social work of the church, Markkola 2002, 11.  
134Home was a key concept of social work in the turn of the 20th century (Markkola 1994, 23, 186–
192). See also Sulkunen 1989, 158–161. On the formation process of the concept of 'home', Juntto 
(1990); on 'the Cult of Domesticity', Markkola 2002, 23–24. On the ideas of home in the turn of the 
20th century, Markkola 2002, 133–137, 211–276, passim; Markkola 1994, 23, 134, 169, 186–192, 229. 
On home as sphere and on home from the viewpoint of belonging and the processes of 
(re)constructing identity, Morley 2003. 
135On institutionalization of child welfare and the effects of civil war, see more Satka 2003, 129–130; 
Pulma 1987.  
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relief. (Pulma 1987, 64–67, passim; Toikko 2005, 116–134; Markkola 1994, 199–
225.) 
The first book on theory of social work in Finland was written by G.A. 
Helsingius (1899). Satka (2003, 130) states social work and communal mainte-
nance replaced previously existing provisions of poor relief and other forms. 
(On these, see also Hellsten 1993, 117–122.) The concepts ‘protection’ and ‘the 
protective education’136 were key new concepts used in the context of social 
work. Thus, an essential question will have to look the aims and references of 
these concepts: Why and how they were positioned in contemporary social and 
political jargon? (Satka 2003, 130–131.137) 
 
4.3 SOCIO-POLITICAL MEMBERSHIP: SHIFTING SOCIAL 
BELONGING AND NOVEL POLITY 
 
The socio-linguistic project: Constructing social and political concepts 
and terminology in Finnish 
The language of political theory is connected with the forms of polity, i.e. the 
establishment of space in which relevant political activities take place (Palonen 
2003a, 575). This is impacted with both the contextual linkage and the historical 
layers of meanings of the concepts of social and political jargon. According to 
Palonen (2003a, 571), typical for Finnish political jargon is the matter that is 
translated jargon. Palonen (2003a, 575–577) defines that, on the one hand, the 
process of constructing Finnish social and political jargon is connected with 
communication and following up occasions encountered in other European 
countries. However, the process of construction, on the other hand, was done 
consciously with contemporary linguistic, journalistic and later also political 
aims and meanings. 
 
Constructing social and political vocabulary 
Considering social and political thoughts and ideas, one of the most essential 
changes was the construction process of social and political vocabulary and 
concepts within the late half of the 19th century and in the turn of the 20th centu-
ry. New words of social and political jargon were constructed and some of 
words, which have been in use previously received new meanings in socio-
political debates. (Palonen 2003a; Hyvärinen et al. 2003.) 
The construction of social and political terminology138 is both part of the 
societal changes connected with the measures that had been established in their 
                                                   
136In Finnish: suojelu ja suojelukasvatus.  
137See Satka 2003; Pulma 1987, 105–122, passim. 
138The concepts of political jargon had been used certainly earlier (Saastamoinen 2003, 19, passim). 
The question is mostly about the contextual constructing of meanings and conceptual changes in 
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connection and part of the wider communication concerned with occasions in 
other European countries (Palonen 2003a, 571–572). In contemporary discus-
sions were debated some little about the construction process of social and po-
litical concepts; for instance the newspaper Helsingfors Dagblad (28 October 
1862) published about the process of constructing the concepts (Kurunmäki 
2004, 193–194). However, the project of establishing social and political concepts 
and terminology in Finnish has not been researched by means of specific histor-
ical text analysis. However, the project began in the middle of the 19th century, 
concerned with the construction process of conceptual instruments for social 
and political expression and debate. (Palonen 2003a, 576). (See also for ex. 
Hyvärinen et al. 2003, 15.) 
The usage of the concepts of social and political parlance was established 
in connection with introducing, commenting and communicating the political 
events and episodes encountered in other countries during the 19th century 
(Palonen (2003a, 576). This reflects the contemporary process of constructing 
comprehension of social and political occasions. According to Palonen (2003a, 
576), many expressions which were made in the writings of newspapers stayed 
on usage of social and political parlance; they became the expressions of the 
concepts. 
Hence, the formation process of the press was reflected societal changes 
and set up socio-political discussions and debates (Alapuro & Stenius 1989, 35; 
Kauranen 2007, 80; Riihinen 1992, 269)139. (On ability to read in Finland in the 
turn of the 20th century, see Leino-Kaukiainen 2007; on the ideas of ability to 
write, Mäkinen 2007. On reading, writing and their changes, see also Flora 
1973.) Constructing polities, along with the impacts of politics in other Europe-
an countries, changed the conceptual meanings of the jargon concerned pow-
er140, governance141 and people. (Palonen 2003a, 577, passim; Saarinen 1994 31–
32, passim; Hyvärinen 2003; Kettunen 2003.) 
However, the changes were neither sudden nor the middle of the 19th cen-
tury was the crucial turning point. Rather conceptual changes occured little by 
little and with many variations and choices. Palonen (2003a, 577–578) defines 
‘society’ and ‘party’ as border concepts concerned with the process of construct-
                                                                                                                            
time and place (encountered with particular, specific reasons). 
139In addition to the ability to read, ability to write became part of people’s social lives little by little 
(Kauranen 2007; Leino-Kaukiainen 2007) (on letters, newspapers and the telling about lives, for 
ex. Kauranen 2007; see also Mikkola 2009, 183–193). Mäkinen (2007) writes about the questions of 
reading and writing, especially about the spread of the ability to write in Finland in the 19th 
century. See also Flora 1973, 218, passim. 
140In addition to (the concept of) government [in Finnish: ‘hallitus’] and people [‘kansa’], power 
[‘valta’] was known as a word of political jargon already before the constructing process of social 
and political vocabulary in Finnish in the 19th century (Hyvärinen 2003, 63). (Hyvärinen 2003, 63, 
passim; Hyvärinen et al. 2003, 15.) 
141Pekonen 2003; Hyvärinen et al. 2003, 15. 
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ing meanings: ‘society’ and ‘party’ were two examples of the concepts whose 
meaning and conceptual areas were changed in the late of the 19th century. (Pa-
lonen 2003a, 577, passim; Saarinen 1994 31–32, passim; Hyvärinen 2003; Kettu-
nen 2003.) (On changes, see also Skocpol & Ritter 1991.) 
The concepts ‘party’ and ‘society’ were defined with new meanings in the 
late 19th century and in the turn of the 20th century (on their previous meanings, 
for ex. Aarnio 2003, Palonen 2003a, 577–578; Kettunen 2003, 176). True neolo-
gisms established in Finnish social and political jargon in the 19th century were 
the following concepts, i.e. ’state’, ’citizen’ 142 and ’revolution’143 (Palonen 2003a, 
578; Pulkkinen 2003; Jussila 1999, 20). 
Typical of both, the process of constructing concepts of social and political 
jargon and the formation of socio-political vocabulary in Finnish were the aims 
to search and to modify the Finnish counterparts for the pan-European concepts 
of social and political jargon. Part of the concepts had been translated while part 
of them was modified by giving them a Finnish form. The concept of ‘politics’ 
was an example of a concept which was modified just about its linguistic form. 
According to Palonen (2003a, 578), this is explained by the matter that politics is 
referred to abstraction which elucidation will become more difficult if the con-
cept is changed or make more complex. (Palonen 2003a, 578; Palonen 1997, 180–
183.) Andersson & Heiskanen (1984, 12, 17) problematize the process of transla-
tion to the extent to which such translation is concerned with systems of lan-
guage and complex code as well as the communication of knowledge. Commu-
nication with and along different systems of meanings is essential for language 
and conceptual understanding. 
The concepts ’politics’, ’power’, ’state’ and ’parlamentarism’144 were com-
municated from pan-European social and political jargon into Finnish145 
(Palonen 2003a, 571). These concepts were also central concepts of constructing 
Finnish social and political literary language, i.e. making conceptual ways of 
understanding social and political thoughts, ideas and practices also in Finnish. 
Along with co-optation and reconstruction, Finnish social and political discus-
                                                   
142See Stenius 2003; Palonen 2003a, 581–585; Satka 1995; Hyvärinen et al. 2003, 16. On the conceptual 
layers and the vocabulary bases of the concept of citizenship, Palonen 2003a, 581–585; Sulkunen 
1989, 169–172, passim. See also Satka 1995, 12–30, passim; Peltonen 1989, 10. On theories of 
citizenship and the process of constructing identity and politics, Kymlicka 2002, 284–376; Poole 
1999; McAfee 2000, 161–163. 
143In Finnish: valtio, kansalainen ja vallankumous. 
144In Finnish: politiikka, valta, valtio ja parlamentarismi. 
145According to Pulkkinen (2003, 237), for ex. Finnish word ’valtiopäivät’, which denotes to the 
English word ’parliamentary’ (or ’parliamentary season with time aspect) is expressed the specific 
connections of state and politics in Finnish. The Finnish word ‘valtiopäivät’ is connected with the 
idea of political will which is conceptualized to be separated both those who govern and those 
who are governed (Pulkkinen 2003, 238). (Pulkkinen 2003, 236–238.) Discussions were made on 
parliamentarism in the newspapers in Finland during the late half of the 19th century (Kurunmäki 
2004, 199, passim). On the construction process of the modern parliamentarism, for ex. Pekonen 
2003, 137–145. On state, see also (for ex.) Jessop 2000. 
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sion were both formed and connected with the pan-European social and politi-
cal jargon and discussions. (Palonen 2003a, 571.) 
Remarkable is in the context of  the definition of social policy the concep-
tual usage of (words) ‘society’, ‘state’ and ‘politics’ at the turn of the 20th century. 
‘Politics’ had been a rarely used term; instead one talked about state146-related 
matters and activities147 when matters or questions of politics were concerned 
(Kettunen 2003, 191). The (almost) synonymous usage of words ‘society’ and 
‘state’ in substantive forms was also typical in the turn of the 20th century 
(Kettunen 2003, 189). 
Politics 
The word politics is rooted ancient Greek. However, as discipline politics is 
rooted in the Middle Ages and at the beginning of the New Age (the 1500s). In 
the university, the discipline of politics was concerned with the fields of gov-
ernment and administration, later focusing especially on the issue of the state. 
Ideas of politics were dualistic in the New Age (since the 1500s). Politics were 
understood both as science and arts (Lat. scientia) and as specific art of activi-
ty148 (Lat. ars). Ideas of politics were changed in the 18th century, when econom-
ics149, ethics and later also jurisprudence separated from politics and developed 
as disciplines on their own. (Palonen 2008, 200–203.) 
The formation of various segments of activity, when sector(s) of activities 
diverged, were connected with the ideas of separation concerned the areas of 
lives and world150 which was dominated in the 18th century151. The separation of 
spaces means ideas (formed in the 18th and 19th centuries) on different societal 
tasks and sectors. According to Palonen (2008, 202–203), the shift meant trans-
formation from classical socio-political ideas (Lat. societas civilis sive politica) to 
the ideas of society organized with the sectors and segments of activity. Then 
the spheres of social were diverged. (Palonen 2008, 200–203.) 
The transformation of ideas of politics – from the discipline to the research sub-
ject – began in France, Germany and England in the turn of the 19th century. In 
                                                   
146NB: adjectival form. 
147In Finnish: valtiolliset asiat tai valtiollinen toiminta. 
148Politics as a specific art of activity was understood as a subjective capability (of individual) 
(Palonen 2008, 201). On the meanings of political in German and French, for ex., Palonen 2008, 
201. 
149Classical political economy was formed (in the 18th century) to criticize mercantilist economic 
policy emphasizing the minimizing of the role of state. In the 19th century, neoclassical economics 
became the dominant, paradigmatic point of view instead of classical political economy. 
(Kuusterä 1989, 12–14; Heikkinen et al. 2000.) On roles and meanings of state when economic 
changes occur, Kuusterä 1989, 19–20, 37–38, passim. For ex. Amartya Sen writes about the 
relevance of other than economic changes concerned even the changes of economy (ibid). 
150In Finnish: ’elämän ja maailman eri alueiden erottamisesta’ (Palonen 2008, 200–203). 
151For ex. concerned the concept of political rights, droit politique, political was referred to the specific 
field of jurisprudence; the concept was employed for ex. by Montesquieu (1748) and Rousseau 
(1762) (Palonen 2008, 200). 
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the turn of the 20th century, for example English words ‘public’ and ‘political’ 
were employed even synonymously and in proportion, politics were identified 
with public sector. The discursive roots of public (sector) are also connected 
with ideas of the sphere of politics and with ideas of spatial and spaces of activ-
ities. (Palonen 2008, 200–203, 215.) 
There were changes taking place concerned with ideas and conceptualiza-
tions of politics in the 19th century, when shifts from the ideas of politics (as 
discipline or an area of activity required specific skills and knowledge) moved 
conceptually towards the ideas of politics as phenomena152. Politics can be ana-
lyzed by conceptualizing for example with the metaphors of time and place. In 
that case, analyses are made with categories of spheres and activities. (Palonen 
2008, 198–203.) 
Ideas of politics using categories of space and spheres in the process of 
conceptualization, can be found already earlier than the ideas of politics using 
the metaphor of time, because politics as activity was particularly understood 
through the spheres of action: politics were understood as activity within de-
fined spaces and concerned with the specific sphere as it had been defined by 
politics. (Palonen 2008, 198–203.) This is, for example manifest, in the ideas of 
the sectors of politics. Approaching politics with the concept of spheres is espe-
cially typical in the context administratation and government (Palonen 2008, 
213). 
Using the metaphor of space for the conceptualization is denoting to poli-
tics as a sphere. Ideas of politics as space-like refer, for example, to politics as 
system. The concept of activity denotes to politics as phenomenon in time and 
variations and as chances included in the political activities. (Palonen 2008, 198–
199.) The concept of politics is also included in the layers of meanings of politics 
as area of specific skills and knowledge. Ideas considering the meanings of poli-
tics were particularly changed in the 19th and 20th centuries153. (Palonen 2008, 
199–203, passim.) The concept of space in politics emphasizes political as deep-
ly rooted (viewing it even as phenomenon with transcendental character) while 
conceptualizing on politics as activity is based in the ideas of politics as moving 
and contingent phenomena. (Palonen 2008, 207.) 
 
(The concept of) State 
Von Wright (2001, 95) defines state as ‘a social unit’ which is requiring norma-
tive order. ‘State’154 is one of the key concepts of politics and political thought 
                                                   
152See for ex. the types of politician by Max Weber: ‘professional politician’ and ‘temporary 
politician’ (see for ex. Palonen 2008, 215). Also Keränen 1995. 
153For ex. the metaphors concerned politics as a game became discussed in the late of the 19th 
century (esp. in British context). The game metaphor may refer to contingence of politics. 
(Palonen 2008, 212.) 
154In many European languages state ('valtio' in Finnish) is rooted with stat-concept and -vocabulary 
(Hyvärinen et al. 2003, 16). See also Jussila 1999. 
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which have been reflected in the political theories and theories of politics 
throughout millenniums. Nevertheless, meanings and conceptual networks of 
the ‘state’ are defined contextually. Typical for the modern concept of state is the 
twofold abstraction. This means that ‘state’ is conceptually identified neither as 
holder of power (sovereign) nor as those who are under the power and govern-
ance155. (Korvela & Lindroos 2008, 9; Palonen 1997, 141.) 
The modernization of the state began in the middle of the 19th century. The 
term ‘state’156 was introduced and came in Finnish language during the 19th 
century in use. (Pulkkinen 2003, 251, passim; Kurunmäki 2004, 196.) The state as 
a concept covered also the questions of representation and the administrative 
and political state of the autonomy part of the Russia in the late half of the 19th 
century. (Pulkkinen 2003, 251–252, passim. On state, see also Jessop 2000.) 
Remarkable concerned social and political jargon and discussion were the con-
ceptual usage of the concepts ‘state’ and ‘politics’ in the context of Finland in the 
turn of the 20th century. The concept ‘politics’ was used on relatively few occa-
sions, but the expression was formed to evince instead as the matters of state or 
the pursuit of state [in Finnish: valtiolliset asiat tai toiminta]157; this was denoted 
typically to the questions, issues or matters of political discussion (Kettunen 
2003, 191). 
Contextual conceptual connections between state158 and politics are re-
markably concerned with contemporary social and political discourses. At that 
time, ‘state’ was denoted typically the political community and the structure of 
the political community. Along with these, it was referred to the political as-
pects of activities. The constitutive features of building a particular polity are 
the conceptual connections between state and politics and the mentioned fea-
tures of the conceptual areas concerned denotation and conceptual usage. 
(Pulkkinen 2003, 214.) From the discursive point of view is remarkable that 
‘politics’ was used in Finnish social and societal discussion mostly in the mean-
ings of policy till the 1920s. Typical contexts of conceptual usage were com-
pounds. (Kettunen 2003, 191). In Finnish context, social policy was an example 
of this. 
                                                   
155For ex. the Antique polis (the state of city) was, of course, political organization in particular 
sense, but for ex. the tasks and meanings of that state were understood in different way 
comparing for ex. the comprehension on the tasks of state in nowadays. In the Middle Ages, state 
was viewed especially through from the ruler: with word status (which is meant state (stato, state 
etc.)) was referred to the ruler. (Korvela & Lindroos 2008, 9.) See for ex. Palonen 1997, 141; 
Therborn 2006, 509–510. On characteristics of modern paralmentarism, Pekonen 2003, 137–145, 
passim. 
156J.V. Snellman thought up the Hegelian idea on state and society. Snellman also introduced the 
Hegelian way of thinking in the context of Finland (Kettunen 2003, 182; Satka 1995, 16–19; Pulma 
1999, 177; Jalava 2006). 
157NB: adjectival form.  
158As the concept of social and political discourse, state is connected with various nuances (for ex. 
Pulkkinen 2003, 213–214; passim).  
102
  
Conceptions of policy were denoted typically to the line or agenda of the 
(political) activities. Hence, policy can be referred to different activities as the 
plan whereby orientations are made both in the current situation and for the 
future. (Palonen 2008, 208.) In that case politics was not denoted to political 
activities but it was understood as policies, i.e. the definitions of policy as well 
as the agendas and the results of (political) activity.  
However, political actions were in Finnish context in the turn of the 20th 
century rarely understood as matter of ‘politics’. The (more) typical expressions 
were ‘state activities’ or ‘matters of state’159. Politics were defined as the activi-
ties within the institutional system of state. (Kettunen 2003, 191; Hyvärinen et 
al. 2003, 17.) Hence, political actions and activities emerged as state contextual 
frameworks with specific conceptual meanings. Political matters and the mat-
ters of political discussion were designated and became understood as the mat-
ters of the state: polity building was in its process. This was organized and set 
frames for the social and political ideas and actions. 
 
State and society – in contextual conceptual connections 
However, according to Rodgers (2001, 20–29; see also Hellsten 2009, 39–40, 44), 
state-focused analyses have not taken into account that the limits between state 
and society were vague and unfocused in the era when social policy emerged 
within its modern meanings. State and other actors were not institutionalized in 
the way they are nowadays’ but there were multiple agencies concerned with 
the emerging ‘social area’ (on social area, Hellsten 2009, 13–18). It was also the 
era of an emerging modern political area. Thus, the agencies of these areas and 
arenas were met in the fields of emerging modern social policy. 
Typical was the usage of the words ‘society’ and ‘state’ synonymously in 
Finnish language (Kettunen 2003, 189). In their substantive forms (nouns), 
‘state’ and ‘society’ were understood in other way than the same words were 
understood and used in their adjective forms160. These forms – substantive and 
adjective – also got different usages. They got almost the same usage in sub-
stantive form, whereas they often had linguistic and conceptual contrasts when 
used as adjective. (Kettunen 2003, 189. See also Hellsten 2009, 28.) This is a quite 
interesting observation also from the viewpoint of the agency relations: the 
noun is typically denoted to the subject of the agency and activities while the 
adjective form defines, for example, qualities and the characteristics of the activ-
ity. 
This was also connected with the ways of expressing the contemporary so-
cial questions in the societal context. In Finland, ‘social question’ was used as a 
                                                   
159In Finnish: ’valtiollinen toiminta’ tai ’valtiolliset asiat’. 
160In Finnish: valtio ja yhteiskunta (substantiivinen muoto), valtiollinen ja yhteiskunnallinen 
(adjektiivinen muoto). 
See more, Kettunen 2003, 191–197. 
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synonym for ‘societal question’161 while the state question meant, for example, 
the questions of parliament representation or the relations with Russia in the 
Finnish context in the turn of the 20th century. (Kettunen 2003, 189–190.) ’Socie-
tal’ (the adjective form of society) may be referred to the activities and organiza-
tions of the civil society – or it may be used to mean also ‘national’ (Kettunen 
2003, 190). Contemporary writer Yrjö-Koskinen (2001 (1874), 74, passim) dis-
cusses topical social questions and in his writing social is expressed in Finnish 
as ‘societal’. 
According to Kettunen (2003, 190), the adjective form of word ‘society’ was 
mostly used for other purposes than just being a descriptive word in linguistic 
ways to express society in adjective form. However, the conceptual usages of 
‘societal’ were different, depending on specific context. One of these contexts 
was concerned with to the translation of ‘social’ into ‘societal’, i.e. societal may 
also be referred to (the translated version of) social. In the same way, ‘state’ 
(valtiollinen) was denoted to politics or political activities. (Kettunen 2003, 190.) 
This is a central, constitutive conceptual problematic of social policy with its 
modern meaning in the Finnish context. 
‘Societal policy’162 – in a meaning of social policy and referring to public 
policy – was typically referring to actions made by the state in answering the 
‘societal (i.e. social) question’. This is the reflection at the beginning of the 20th 
century (Kettunen 2003, 191). The translation ‘yhteiskuntapolitiikka’ in Finnish 
was referred to, for example, socialpolitik in Swedish, Sozialpolitik in German 
or social policy in English. The policy looking at rules and regulations con-
cerned the ‘societal (social) question’, being established by the state. In that case 
‘society’ was referred to the specific social target of the policy. Society also em-
phasized, in that context of socio-linguistic usage, the connotation of the politi-
cal (state) authority and the authority held by society i.e. which were expressed 
contextually synonymously as state. (Kettunen 2003, 191.) 
The first definition of social policy has been introduced by Leo Ehrnrooth 
(1912) in the Finnish context. The concept ‘social policy’ became expressed later 
in the writings by Einar Böök (1923). The topic of social and societal policy were 
analyzed in the Finnish context by Eino Kuusi at the beginning of the 1930s. 
(Urponen 1979, 74–75.) However, Ehrnrooth termed the subject as 
’yhteiskuntapolitiikka’ (’societal policy’, or ‘public policy in societal context’) 
instead of social policy. This became explained with contemporary contextual 
conventions of social and political jargon. The matter that Ehrnrooth’s writing 
on social policy with the term ’yhteiskuntapolitiikka’ is viewed as the contextu-
al explication of social policy is explained particularly with the contextual socio-
linguistic usage of terms ‘state’ and ‘society’ with their contextually built mean-
ings and socio-cultural usages. 
                                                   
161In Finnish: ’yhteiskunnallinen kysymys’. 
162In Finnish: yhteiskuntapolitiikka.  
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Contemporary writers used social and societal the following way. Yrjö-
Koskinen (2001 (1874), 74) uses a term 'antisocial' which he translates into Finn-
ish as 'epäyhteiskunnallinen', i.e. as 'antisocietal'. Ehrnrooth (2001 (1912), 148) 
points out that the terms 'societal' (‘yhteiskunnallinen’) and 'politics' 
(‘politiikka’) are not established (idioms) in Finnish. This was the situation at 
the beginning of the 20th century. 
However, Palonen (2008, 198–203, passim) discusses how the term 'politics' 
is shifting even in the late part of the 20th century. Ehrnrooth (2001 (1912), 148) 
defines that these words, 'societal' and 'politics', are getting different meanings 
in different situations of social and political jargon – and those meanings are 
differing more or less from each other. However, these – controversial features 
and continual redefinitions – are typical for the concepts of social and political 
jargon. Heiskala (2002) reflects the problematic of social policy and public poli-
cy (in societal context) whose terminology in Finnish is complex. However, 
differences between social policy and societal or public policy are not just ter-
minological (Heiskala 2002, 345–355). 
Kettunen (1994, 90) states that in Finnish, concepts 'sosiaalinen' (social) and 
'yhteiskunnallinen' (societal) were referred to the equalizing of class conflict163 
in the turn of the 20th century. (Kettunen 1994, 90. On terminological vacillation 
concerned ‘social’ and ‘societal’ in Finnish in the turn of the 20th century, 
Hellsten 2009, 28.) The emergence of that class conflict was deeply interlinked 
with the emergence of new social and political activities.  
Studying social policy particularly in the turn of the 20th century in the con-
text of Finland in relevant connections, the contextual problems of concepts and 
their referencing ways and are central. The jargon of social and societal question 
is an example concerned those contextual linkages which have been impacted 
the ways of observing and viewing social policy. 
However, the conceptuality of social policy means that there is not one 
generally agreed definition based on clarifying one dimension. Rather, as the 
concept of social and political parlance, it is multidimensional with contextual 
connotations. The definitions can be for example linked with various different 
ideological outlooks and premises, political aims and the phrasings of questions 
as well as the more general contextual situation in relevant connections. Thus, 
social policy is neither just the so called the accessory process of industrializa-
tion nor the social or societal activities of the industrialized communities and 
societies. Albeit social policy got its forms in a certain way particularly in the 
context of industrialization; industrialization has had an effect on the character-
istics of social policy within modern meanings in the European contexts. 
 
 
 
                                                   
163In Finnish: luokkaristiriidan tasoittaminen. 
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Relations with place, polity, policy and politics 
Polity is referred to as denominating aspect of politics. Polity can be described 
as an arena of politics or political agency. This definition is based on a model by 
Palonen (2003b, 470). Thus, polity is viewed with the metaphor of space. In this 
sense, politicization means that something is viewed as political. According to 
Palonen (2003b, 470–471), polity means something which is political in contem-
porary time: it is conceptualized as political. Policy, for its part, is understood as 
a specific line of agency. (Palonen 2003b, 470–471.) However, polity, as concep-
tualization based on spatial aspects can refer to the particular arenas of politics. 
In the turn of the 20th century, this arena was a state. 
Polity can be also viewed as the arena where the political occurs. The form-
ing of the beginnings of modern state was emerged in the turn of the 20th centu-
ry. Social, political and socio-political inclusion was approached with the ques-
tions of state and state contextual belonging began to form.  
State-building, a theory suggested by Ernest Gellner (1983), is one of the 
most influential theories of modern state and a modern membership. Thus, the 
theory is important also for understanding not only the frameworks of discus-
sion about social policy within its modern meanings, but also for understanding 
the roots of and the routes towards social policy today. Gellner (1983) discusses 
the ideas and practices of understanding inclusion in the context of nation state 
building. That can be interpreted as matter of establishing a polity, i.e. a particu-
lar arena of particular politics. Constructing a state by defining an epithet of 
‘nation’ was a particular way of constructing socio-political space and member-
ship based on the ideas of territory and belonging. However, the formation 
processes of modern states are linked with questions of the process of con-
structing modern identity and memberships. 
 
State and contemporary politicization 
The nation movement was encountered politicization in the 19th century. It was 
placing particular language in particular geographical or geopolitical context by 
defining people who speak that particular language as people. Nation-states, 
states with the epithet of nation, as the representations are expressing the way 
of thinking where people was constructed as a key matter of power and the key 
matter of legitimating power. As Hannerz (2003, 214) states, nations and nation 
states are a way of trying to answer the question of ‘who we are’. They are con-
structing collective identity and belonging in a particular way. Hannerz (2003, 
214) continues by defining that politics of nations is used for defining social 
identity. (See also Häkkinen & Tervonen 2005, 8–9; Saukkonen 2007, 296–306; 
Burkitt 2008; Peltonen 1989, 7; van Ewijk 2010, 22–23.) 
As an example for the aims of the Fennomania movement to reject ‘politi-
cal’, i.e. activies which is defined as political and the ideas of representing ‘peo-
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ple’164, doing for people, see more Liikanen 1995; Alapuro & Stenius 1989, 34–
36; Anderson 2007; Hearn 2006; Häkkinen & Tervonen 2005, 8–9; Saukkonen 
2007; Duveen 2000; Moscovici 2000. On linguistic meanings,165 Fewster 2006, 
41.)166 This, i.e. rhetorical orientation for defined ‘people’, can be interpreted as 
symbolic representation. 
Nancy Fraser167 has defined two ways of political belonging, which are the 
politics of redistribution and the politics of recognition. The politics of redistri-
bution are concerned with injustices in socioeconomic respect and economic 
structure, and politics are allocated to ‘classes or classlike collectives’ which are 
defined by economic relations.  The politics of recognition are concerned with 
cultural injustices the roots of which are located in social conventions and in-
terpreting manners of agency and communication especially when cultural 
patterns are colliding and one way aims on a hegemonic position. Fraser intro-
duces ‘cultural or symbolic change’ as the remedy and the way of constructing 
socio-cultural interaction and agency. Thus, the interaction between different 
groups in the field of politics plays a core role, reflecting the fact that we are 
taking up with a process of permanent construction and reconstruction. 
(Kymlicka 2002, 332–333.) Meehan (1993, 28) writes also about socio-economic 
inequalities as the source of manifesting social and political problems. 
The spheres and arenas of social and political activities are a process of 
construction, i.e. any polity cannot be understood as something static. Rather, it 
is about the interaction of many layers of meanings, various possibilities of ac-
tion and mélanges (see for ex. Väliverronen 2011; Kuusela 2006, 26–27, 33; also 
Peltonen 1989, 10, passim). However, the questions of social, political and socio-
political membership, belonging, inclusiveness and participation were viewed 
with new outlooks in the turn of the 20th century. 
                                                   
164On thoughts of people as nation, Hall 1992, 293–295; Liikanen 2003; Hyvärinen et al. 2003, 16; 
Liikanen 1995. On nationalistic ideas, Salmi 2002; Smeds 1989; Toikko 2005, 59.  
However, ‘Modern nations are all cultural hybrids’ (Hall 1992, 297). See also Spillman & Faeges 
2005. 
165‘Language is a central issue in any consideration of historical Finnish. [for ex.] Whereas English 
speaks of ‘ancient monuments and sites’ or ‘archaeological remains’, Finnish knows 
muinaismuisto, a term denoting “a memory of the past/antiquity”.’ (Fewster 2006, 41.) On policies 
of remembering, on problematic of forgetting and silence, Peltonen 2007. 
166The language question was a contemporary questions in the turn of the 20th century. However, it 
is irrelevant to connect the question of language to the questions of social policy with its 
substance but as contemporary contextual matter which existed in tandem, it is a matter of 
analyzing: Why was so? (See more Urponen 1979, 274). 
167Fraser, Nancy 2000. Rethinking Recognition. New Left Review 3:107–120; Fraser, Nancy 1998. 
Social Justice in the Age of Identity Politics: Redistribution, Recognition and Participation. In book 
Grethe Peterson (ed.) The Tanner Lectures on Human Values, vol. XIX. University of Utah Press, 
Salt Lake City, p. 1–67. 
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5 Conceptualizing the Ques-
tions: Production, Reproduc-
tion and Citizenship 
 
 
Pulma (1999, 164) states that when describing the development of social policy 
in the context of Finland, the shifts made in the 19th century can be described as 
a shift from poor relief to labour protection. He continues that this is depending 
on contextual interpretations. (Pulma 1999, 164.)  
This contextual contingency is connected with contemporary political 
changes and with the changes in the ways of defining political, social and socio-
political participation. The roots and the beginnings of modern social policy are 
timed and placed against the background of those changes. Hence, concerned 
with the definitions of social policy, the ways of defining social, political and 
socio-political participation, the terms of inclusion and membership are central. 
Then, core questions to open these will be concerned with themes like: How are 
these definitions constructed and reconstructed? Why? What will be the conse-
quences of any given definition? 
 
 
5.1 WORK AND SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITIES: THE SYSTEM 
OF PRODUCTION AND REPRODUCTION 
Key themes concerned the definitions of social policy during the 20th century 
and at the beginning of the 21st century are typically mentioned the questions of 
work and social security. This is rooted historically societal changes encoun-
tered in the turn of the 20th century. 
However, it could be said that something remarkable happened in and 
within social policy in the turn of the 20th century even if exploring social policy 
against the background of two interpretations of the beginnings of social policy. 
Social policy was forming within its modern meanings in the turn of the 20th 
century. This was part of the social, economic and political changes, but it was 
also – at the same time and for its part – taking part in the process of construct-
ing modern society and modern way of life. 
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This was expressed in general debates and also in concrete changes concerned 
with spaces of political and social activities. Questions concerned the contextu-
ally defined terms and conditions of social, political and socio-political inclu-
siveness, participation and membership were linked and expressed in these 
(social and political activities). (On social and political relations, Jansson 1985, 9; 
on social and political thoughts and ideas as the part of the worldview, 
Manninen 1977, 42–43; Envall 1989, 120–121; Klinge 1977. See also for ex. 
Duveen 2000.) 
5.1.1 The basis of organizing social and societal lives 
Organizing the production and reproduction was problematized in many ways 
in the turn of the 20th century. They, actually, became the key matters of con-
temporary social and political discussion. 
 
Premises of (re)constructing social world 
Organizing social and societal lives is concerned with questions of social limita-
tions and regulations. The following questions are key matters about organiz-
ing social lives: What are norms of social behavior, how limits between normal 
and abnormal are defined, what is defined as socially problematic168, what are 
the reactions on problematic situations and how is caring organized, how are 
we taking care (of people in the weakest positions)? Answers on these questions 
are developed within a specific context. - What is the contextual value bases 
against the background which these questions are answered? (Markkola 1996, 
7–9, 11–12, 16; see also Helne 2002, 18, 183; Saukkonen 2007, 33–37; Nancy 
1991.)  
According to Markkola (1996, 12), policies, i.e. the lines of agency, con-
cerned with responding and reacting to differences and deviances can be de-
fined as exclusion, eliminating and integration. (NB there will be also a possibil-
ity for socially sensitive co-operation). However, difference does not necessarily 
mean opposition (on ideological formation of oppositional positions, Lehtonen 
2004; Löytty 2005b, 181–182; Anttonen 1997, 175). 
According to Saukkonen (2007, 33), social limits and the process of con-
structing them can be analyzed with concepts of symbolic politics. Symbolic 
dimension refers to the fact that defining and constructing social and societal 
                                                   
168Social problems were previously a specific social history research subject and social history was 
viewed as the history of social problems (Rahikainen 2003, 146, 154). Afterwards, according to 
Rahikainen (2003, 149–152), social history narratives can be defined as follows: (1) crime and 
punishment, (2) everyday life, (3) hunger and lack of work, (4) laugh and spirits. (in Finnish: 1) 
Rikos ja rangaistus, 2) Arki, 3) Nälkä ja työn puute sekä 4) Nauru, Viina tai Rillumarei.) Social 
problems are defined contextually (Meeuwisse & Swärd 2002b). Meeuwisse & Swärd (2002a) 
discuss some categories of structuring social problems. Typical for those structured categories is 
observing with a dualistic viewpoint. Categories are, for ex., realism – relativism, explaining – 
understanding, voluntarism – determinism, structure – agency etc. (See also Bäckman & 
Stenman 2004, 25–29; Rahikainen 1991.) 
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structures and limitations are occurring both with official practices – like with 
juridical decrees and administrative statements – and with unofficial practices. 
(Saukkonen 2007, 33–37; on symbolic in modern politics, Pekonen 1991.) This 
can be opened with a model concerned official and unofficial institutions and 
their impacts on social lives. However, modern meant novel ways of viewing 
and constructing relations between individual and collective (for ex. Hautamäki 
1996a, 33–34). This had an effect on organizing social responsibilities and pro-
ducing social security. 
Constructing continuity and change: Production and reproduction 
Production is one of the core concepts in social theory. Being a common for the 
relevant social and political rhetoric and also a main topic for research concepts, 
different schools of thought are approaching these concepts in different ways 
and with different outlooks. Some of these, which have a central role in social 
theory, are introduced in the following from the viewpoint of social policy be-
cause of answering the research question. 
Production is a widely debated concept and phenomenon. It is, on the one 
hand, part of everyday life including the complex systems of producing and 
reproducing the basics of everyone’s daily life, i.e. bread and butter. On the 
other hand, it could be viewed as economic macro system. However, produc-
tion is concerned with the questions of reproduction and division of work, i.e. 
between different groups, or between men and women. The division of work 
between men and women could be conceptualized typically with production 
and reproduction but that is a more complex set of question, which could not be 
simplified by reducing it to classifying social, economic and socio-economic 
tasks as women’s and men’s duties in separated spheres. 
Nevertheless, in the classical (Ancient) thought, the spheres of social agen-
cy were typically separated. This model of social agency has had an effect on 
European thoughts and ideas of social, economic and political activities. It has 
also influenced the ideas of the spheres of agency which are limited byt the 
separation of public and private. Those spheres have been viewed, in a tradi-
tional way, deeply gendered, i.e. grounding it in a gender-based outlook. 
However, in Finland, the turn of the 20th century meant the era of con-
structing new agencies not only in economic but also social, political and socio-
political fields. These changes are linked with the beginnings of social policy in 
a modern understanding. They are also linked with the beginnings of the ques-
tions of modern society and social policy – in some cases they were, actually, 
those questions. One of the set of questions was concerned (the questions of) 
with work, the distribution and changes of work as well as the production pro-
cess within a changing economic framework. Nevertheless, these changes were 
not only just the matters of economy or production, but they impacted on social 
and societal lives. The changes of production are not only understood as mat-
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ters of economy or economic change(s) but also as social matters and related 
matters of social lives. 
However, feminist research (orientation), for example, has problematized 
work done by women and men in societal context, i.e. the gender roles within 
the overall socio-economic system. It has brought such devices for analyzing 
like, care, care work and social relations of caring into discussion (Rantalaiho 
1986a, 12). They can be (tried to be) put together with conceptualization of so-
cial responsibilities. 
On work, processes of production and social order 
Rantalaiho (1986b, 45) states that when soil is the target of work, production 
will be instant, and there will be no division between production and distribu-
tion. When soil becomes an instrument for production, social structures will be 
encountered changes, too. According to Rantalaiho (1986b, 46), time and conti-
nuity become key matters concerned organizing social and economic lives. The 
immediate community and family became central units concerned production. 
(Rantalaiho 1986b, 45–47.) Thus, again, industrialization meant some new ways 
of organizing production – and this had an effect on viewing, organizing and 
understanding social relations also concerned with social responsibilities and 
belonging. 
 
Production, reproduction and agency 
Reshaping the process of production during the 19th century and in the turn of 
the 20th century was formed by industrialism (Rodgers 2001, 8–32, 367–408). 
However, it was not only a question of changing technologies or the beginning 
of new ways of production, but it was also a question of changes in social lives. 
In research, they are typically approached by conceptualizations like ‘way of 
life’ (and its changes), ‘social mobility’ etc. 
However, industrialization was a matter of new ways of thinking. Thus, 
from the viewpoint of the research question of this research, it is remarkable 
that there were various changes in socio-economic and socio-political way of 
thinking. Social policy was a kind of meeting point – or melting pot – in these 
contemporary ways of thinking, but some of them emerged as more dominant 
than others. However, despite the different ways of analyzing and assessing 
social, economic or political life, the different schools of thought were con-
cerned with the questions of production and work, social security and repro-
duction, social belonging, participation and even the definition and meaning of 
citizenship. However, they were forming their conceptual answers to questions 
of social policy. In that context, and viewing from the time perspective with 
research orientation, they were constructing both the questions and the answers 
of social policy within its modern meanings. 
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Process of production 
The production is a question of processes because it would not be sufficiently 
sustainable if it is not concerned with its own continuity. So, reproducing the 
conditions of production is not only a material question but also a matter of 
social process within a given society. Social reproduction of production can be 
understood as constructing sustainable production not only in material terms 
but also as the matter of social relations. Here, production and reproduction are 
not dual categories or opposites, but connected in multiple ways. Thus, we find 
here some essential contributions from feminist research in social sciences and 
the humanities. (Rantalaiho 1986b, 20–22, 28.) It problematizes dualistic concep-
tualizations of agency and the spheres of agency in time and place. 
Feminist orientation of research has been making discussion about repro-
duction more open comparing with the Marxist orientation, which – like all 
dominant theories of economy – views reproduction mainly and only as the 
matter of reproducing work force. Definitions of work and the spheres of social 
living had been problematized in this perspective. One of the key themes has 
been work done in homes i.e. in households, which is work historically done 
typically by women. (Rantalaiho 1986b, 19–21, 30; Julkunen 1986, 109–122.) This 
work is typically called reproductive work done by women, but however, the 
spheres of production and reproduction are not opposite (Rantalaiho 1986b). 
Anttonen (1989, 27) discusses whether it is a question about the different 
levels of abstraction or just a kaleidoscope of viewpoints concerned with repro-
duction. Different levels of abstraction are expressed in conceptualizations like 
the reproduction of the terms of production and the reproduction of human 
being. (Anttonen 1989, 27.) However, along with the idea of different levels of 
abstraction is the question of ‘just’ shifting the viewpoint (from the reproduc-
tion of work force to the reproduction of human beings and reproducing being 
in time). (Anttonen 1989, 27.) Thus, the question is concerned, on the one hand, 
with the way of viewing reproduction and, on the other hand, with its refer-
ence, i.e. human being: just as the element and part of the production process or 
as social actor and being? 
However, it may be possible to think that these two ways of understanding 
reproduction are contextually linked in many ways in the modern societies and 
their way of living. However, reproduction is rather little problematized, ana-
lyzed and understood in a wider way. It is comparatively little problematized as 
sphere; however the spheres of production and reproduction are so connected 
with the formation of modern way of living. (Anttonen 1989, 27.) 
However, the sphere of reproduction has encountered distinctive changes 
in the turn of the 20th century. It was not meaningless to the emergence of social 
policy with its modern meanings – but, it has been quite hidden, invisible and 
not articulated. Its role had not been problematized nor had it been positioned 
or articulated with in the context of the beginnings of modern social policy. – 
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Nor had it been considered in terms of the impact on also nowadays’ way of life 
and understanding of society. 
 
On structures and their hidden places 
Rantalaiho (1986b, 42–49) discusses the societal structures of reproduction. She 
states that production has dominated social and economic theories but, howev-
er, production and reproduction are not mirror images. (Rantalaiho 1986b, 42–
49.) The dominance of production at theoretical level will be explained with the 
dominance of theories which are viewing both material matters as prior and 
understand reproduction in a narrow sense (like materialistic reproduction for 
the terms of production). However, production in a wider sense can be inter-
preted including also the wider conceptualization of reproduction (Rantalaiho 
1986b, 43). Thus, the conceptual use of reproduction and production and the 
way of defining their relationships is contextual both, in time and place and in 
terms of the ideas. 
The fact that reproduction and production are not mirror images of each 
other opens some views. In that case, reproduction will be interpreted as struc-
ture, as entirety structure which includes many levels or layers of reproduction. 
However, the internal relations of this reproduction system are interpreted to 
have logical connections neither to relations of production in societal context 
nor the conceptual matters of social life, like gender. (Rantalaiho 1986b, 45.) 
Giddens has represented the way of understanding reproduction as an on-
going process of reconstructing structures. It means continuity and the ways of 
continuity is reconstructed: How social and societal structures, arenas, agencies, 
spheres, encounters etc. are reconstructed and how they have their continuity. 
Thus, reproduction is concerned relationally with both, continuity and change. 
(Rantalaiho 1986b, 32.) 
Rantalaiho (1986a, 14) states that reproduction has been previously ana-
lyzed and used typically in the context of Marxist research orientation. Howev-
er, the conceptual use of reproduction was in the feminist perspective different 
than in Marxist theory. Reproduction is understood as material reproduction 
for production. (Rantalaiho 1986b, 31.) Thus, a materialistic orientation – con-
cerned with history or reproduction – is characteristic for Marxist theory. 
Reproduction has been interpreted as the concept of the Marxist theory al-
so in an economic sense and in that case, the historical roots of reproduction in 
the context of classical economics have been ignored (Rantalaiho 1986b, 29). 
This is a very interesting statement from the viewpoint of social policy, because 
the origins and the emergence of modern social policy are connected with clas-
sical economics of the 19th century and in the turn of the 20th century. However, 
the matter that social policy is concerned both, with questions of social and 
political and also the matter of social and economic (organized in social and 
societal context) do still need more attention and problematizing in research. 
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Forgotten agency? 
However, the Marxist theory introduced reproduction in the field of social sci-
ences in a meaning of reproducing material conditions of production (see also 
for ex. Kymlicka 2002, 178–179, 183). It has been focused on the reproduction of 
labour force, and this – as for example contented by Anttonen (1989, 26) – has 
been a typical aspect of modern social policy. The task and duties as well as the 
attributes of social policy have been defined in this sense, i.e. with the denota-
tion (and connotation) of reproducing work force. (Anttonen 1989, 26. See also 
Rauhala 1996, 21.) Thus, work force – with questions of reproducing them – has 
been in a centre of modern social policy and the modern way of societal living. 
Thus, it will be not surprisingly that reproduction has been limited only for that 
kind of outlook. However, the picture is not showing even half of the societal 
and social situation – it is often forgetting women as social actors and participa-
tors. 
Rantalaiho (1986b, 19–22) thematizes the theories of reproduction based on 
the Marxist theory as theories of reproducing production and as the theories of 
reproducing (biological) ‘species’ in biological sense (see also Anttonen 1986, 
26). However, reproduction, as feminist research has introduced and used it, is 
not just fulfilling for the previous theories, but it is a new way of conceptualiza-
tion. This is a novel way to conceptualize social agency and actors. Reproduc-
tion – in a sense of feminist research – is also referring to the concrete episodes 
of reproducing. (Anttonen 1989, 26.) 
However, the category of gender – or work as a gendered system in socie-
tal and social context – is not included theoretical in any theory of modern 
economy; it is not included either in the Marxist theory. Thus, the relevance, 
and even importance, of gender as analytical category not only in social but also 
in political science is remarkable but complex. (Rantalaiho 1986a, 14.) However, 
it is a new opening to view social relations and the relations of social responsi-
bilities, work and social belonging. Reproduction is reflective being in the world 
and being related to the world. 
 
Methodological and theoretical aspects 
Reproduction is a theoretical and methodological concept and it is also an ana-
lytical device for exploring society and social lives. Along with these, reproduc-
tion is also the sphere of activity. (Anttonen 1989, 26–27.) In theoretical and 
methodological way, reproduction is a way of conceptualizing and a way of 
make societal processes understandable. Thus, reproduction is also methodo-
logical concept (see for ex. Rantalaiho 1986a, 11; Rantalaiho 1986b, 29; Anttonen 
1989, 26).  
Methodological as the epithet of reproduction can be understood as conti-
nuity (Rantalaiho 1986b, 31). I.e. reproduction is representing continuity in so-
cial and political theory and, in tandem, it is problematizing these matters and 
their societal definitions. It is doing so because reproduction is concerned struc-
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tures and the matters of constructing and reconstructing societal structures 
(Rantalaiho 1986b, 31). 
Reproduction, alongside of being a methodological concept, is also con-
cerned with epistemological matters like what is knowledge and what are the 
ways of knowing (in a certain way). Rantalaiho (1986a&b) discusses the com-
plexity of reproduction as matter of social discourses and matter of social sci-
ence. As she states, women are typically said to done ‘reproductive work’ and 
working for reproducing (Rantalaiho 1986a, 10). However, one of the key ques-
tions concerned reproduction is its interaction with and relation to production. 
Hence, when it comes to the problems of translation, ‘reproduction’ is translat-
ed into Finnish as ‘uusintaminen’, but this is debated: should it be talking about 
‘reproduction’ or ‘uusintaminen’ (like ‘doing again’) in Finnish? (Rantalaiho 
1986a, 10; Rantalaiho 1986b, 19, 23–27, 30.) Some core problems of translation 
and developing a conceptual understanding are faced: how to express and to 
keep the original meanings of the concept? How to communicate that connota-
tions are pellucid and possible to catch? 
Rantalaiho (1986b) has searched the definitions of ‘reproduction’ from dic-
tionaries; a Swedish dictionary (from the year 1982) gives a definition with 
three dimensions where reproduction is understood as the reproducing process 
(socialization), reproduction of the process of production (work force) and as a 
definition about difference of the spaces of agency (public and private where 
gender is a key concept). (Rantalaiho 1986b, 23–27, 29.) 
However, ‘production’ and ‘reproduction’ are analytically not opposite cat-
egories. They are not opposite categories but they are actually not operating in 
the same level. Reproduction has always a double meaning of reproducing: 
reproduction as human beings and reproduction as work force which both have 
societal and social meanings, importance and relevance. (Rantalaiho 1986b, 38, 
passim.) 
 
Conceptual but practical in tandem 
The understanding about reproduction is, in tandem, very conceptual and very 
concrete. It is concerned with social and societal matters like care, social securi-
ty, the division of work and many other key elements of organizing societal 
lives. (Anttonen 1989, 28.) All these matters can be opened with concept ‘gen-
der’. Gender is a methodological device for observing social life and for its or-
ganizing. When it comes to social policy, if it is understood as part of every 
society’s social life or as the part of industrialization and social changes, gender 
will also be one of the keys to open matters, questions and discourses of social 
policy. 
Thus, reproduction is both very conceptual and very concrete. On the one 
hand, it is concerned with conventions and the ways of organizing social life. 
On the other hand, it is concerned questions and consequences of gender sys-
tem and social division of work – and they are reflecting social and political 
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thoughts and ideas which, in a tandem with views on human being, are ele-
ments of constructing a worldview. The linking concept between these can be 
found: Power. 
 
5.1.2 Gendered social, gendered policies?  
Gender is a methodological and epistemological – and also ontological – con-
cept. Gender is one of the key concepts when exploring social policy systems, 
social responsibilities and socio-political membership and inclusion as well as 
social order (re)constructed and (re)product in along with a gender system. 
Actors are gender subjects – sometimes gendered subjects – in social and socie-
tal contexts (Rantalaiho 1986b, 36). 
 
Right to be subject? – Gender, subjectivity and agency as social mat-
ters 
Woman as a subject or women as subjects are quite rare in history. Kent (2012, 
49) defines that women’s historians are studying women as subjects while gen-
der historians are studying especially ‘the relationships of women to men in the 
context of various societies, paying particular attention to the interplay of male 
and female identities’. (Kent 2012, 49, 53–65; Saarinen 1986, 235–236, 241, 280.) 
Thus, when exploring and searching for information concerned with social 
policy, these will be methodologically at least taking into account. 
The idea of gendered subject is introduced by Joan Scott. The idea of gen-
dered subjects refers to the notion that gender is defining the way of social liv-
ing, the limits of social agency and the ideals and ideas in social fields. Gender 
is viewed constituting social relations and agency. It is viewed as definitional 
element. However, it is also viewed as reflection of power relations and the way 
in which relations concerned with power and social agency are constructed and 
reconstructed. Thus, gender is often a normative category in social and societal 
context. (Kent 2012, 63.) It is concerned with normative matters and normative 
matters of social life are controlled by the definitional basis of gender. 
However, if we are speaking of reproduction as biological matter as the 
distinctive from social and societal, we are – as Rantalaiho (1986b, 38) defines it 
– forming a theoretical category or space where ‘biological’ is concerned enough 
explanation for phenomena. Nevertheless, in social science and the humanities, 
biological reproduction is not concerned with biology, but with social matters, 
i.e. the processes of reproduction which have a human actor, a subject, a person 
who experiences. (Rantalaiho 1986b, 38.) Reproduction is not biology or physi-
ology based category but a category of gender which (Rantalaiho 1986b, 37) 
defines to be dividing societal actors. (Rantalaiho 1986b, 37–38.) The category is 
dividing with defining, thus the ways of defining will be important for under-
standing the contextual organizing of social responsibilities, division of work 
and care. 
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According to Kent (2012, 14), the ideas about woman as the ‘weaker vessel’ 
and ‘imperfect man’ were typical for pre-modern and Medieval ideas concerned 
women. Women were viewed as passive objects, lesser men, and that kind of 
ideas were used as justification for women’s ‘social, political, and legal disabili-
ties’, as Kent (2012, 14) states. These ideas were changed during the 18th century, 
which meant the beginnings of the emergence of new gender order. (Kent 2012, 
14–15.) 
Thus, biological reproduction includes as well social matters in many, dif-
ferent ways, it is not ‘just’ biological; as Rantalaiho (1986b, 38) states, if we are 
viewing some process of reproduction of human life only as the matters of biol-
ogy, we are constructing a theoretical approach where ‘biological’, i.e. explana-
tions of social lives based in biology are ruling, forming and even setting norms 
for the way of viewing the role of reproduction, social lives and human beings 
in social and societal contexts. Biological explanations and biology as the epis-
temological basis and premise for social explaining – or explaining social phe-
nomenon – is not adequate, it is not valid or reliable. 
‘Oppression and inequalities of power were not inevitable, not the natural 
consequences of biology, sex, and reproduction. Nor were the gender differ-
ences attributed to males and females universal, - -‘ (Kent 2012, 39.) From the 
phenomenology of body, gender can be interpreted as ‘a way of agency and a 
style of being’, as Heinämaa (1996, 15) states169. 
Relations, power relations 
Gender is also concerned with power relations and the expressions of power 
(Kent 2012, 4–5). Here it is a device for political and social science – especially 
when the research subject of political science is defined as ‘politics’ and ‘power’ 
as its aspect. However, nowadays the context of politics is shifting (from supra- 
and sub-state contexts), but in the turn of the 20th century, it was forming – to-
wards something which we have been noticed as modern state or the state of 
nowadays. 
The concept of gender system is needed – and then used – to open view-
points for the way of organizing the continuity of life, as Rantalaiho (1986a, 14) 
crystallizes. Reproduction as Marxist concept became problematized by femi-
nist research. The Marxist theory170 is concerned with reproduction as reproduc-
tion of work force, i.e. from its viewpoint, reproduction is theoretized, ap-
proached and viewed as the matter of the process of production. However, this 
– reproduction only as the reproduction of work force and the matter of pro-
duction process – has become problematized by feminist research. (Rantalaiho 
1986b, 19–20, 31.) 
                                                   
169Transl. MT.  
170Representing group based interests as general is typical for Marxist (Giddens 1984, 291). 
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Joan Scott, one of the key theoreticians’ concerned with gender, defines 
‘gender’ as the set of socio-culturally shared and (re)constructed knowledge. 
More specifically, the definition is concerned in normative way defined differ-
ences between men and women. (Kent 2012, xi, 5, 53–55, 112, 130.) So, Scott 
places the theory of gender on the politics of difference and differentiation, i.e. 
making differences. This, for its part, is concerned with relations and expres-
sions of power. 
Gender is – or becomes – the matter and element of identity and socially 
shared norms. It is the matter of socially shared and contextually experienced 
gender system. However, multidisciplinary research concerned gender identity 
and its social and societal conditions and contexts will enable constructing pro-
cess of information and knowledge (Rantalaiho 1986b, 49). 
Discussion on the outlooks of general theories 
There are, for example, theories about patriarchy and reproduction concerned 
with the emergence of social policy in general (Anttonen 1989, 36). They are 
generalizing theories. The theory of patriarchy can be interpreted as an expres-
sion of the theories of oppression emerged especially in the 1970s (Kent 2012, 
38–40, 52). 
Kent (2012, 76) states that if, for example, patriarchy or gender identity are 
taken as the only explanation model, the explanation will not be complete. It 
will be rather one-dimensional, a single answer and a try which will even so 
called over generalize situations. That is because gender system is concerned 
with a symbolic system. (Kent 2012, 76.) It could be understood as a set of social 
codes, norms and constitutions. However, as Kent (2012, 76) crystallizes, ‘we 
cannot expect a single theory’ concerned with explaining the complexity con-
cerned with (embedded) gender and gender systems. 
However, when exploring the beginnings of modern social policy in the 
turn of the 20th century, gender systems and the respective changes are central. 
The social and societal system – including gender system (and many gendered 
sub-systems) – were changed. Women’s agency in the fields of social and politi-
cal was changing – and so was the way of organizing social responsibilities and 
the ways of defining political participation and inclusion. Thus, the emergence 
of modern social policy cannot be explained without taking into account the 
changes concerned gender relations in the fields of social, political and societal 
agency and participation. 
Gender and reproduction of gender can be interpreted to be concerned 
with social relationships (interpretation by object-relations theorists) and per-
formative aspects of agency (feminist theorist Judith Butler discusses about 
performative). Kent (2012, 76) interprets masculinity and femininity as gen-
der(ed) expression in time. (Kent 2012, 76.) This emphasizes gender as contex-
tual matter. 
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What if viewing with conceptual dichotomies? 
Conceptualizations are often made by using dichotomies, like public and pri-
vate, individual and collective or man and woman. Many schools of thought, 
for example the feminist orientation of research, have been criticized the usage 
of dichotomies for the conceptualization and the production of knowledge by 
such dichotomies. Of course, dichotomies are reducing to the subject on one 
aspect, thus cutting off part of the complexity that characterizes the subject. But 
this does not necessarily mean that they are simplifying. Nevertheless, this does 
not exclude the need of problematizing the dichotomisation by applying multi-
dimensional observations. Hence, explorations made from various viewpoints 
will be used for producing discussive information. 
Elaborating definitions of the basis of dichotomies has been problematized 
widely, especially from the viewpoint of feminist research (Rantalaiho 1986a&b; 
Kent 2012). Rantalaiho (1986a, 14) highlights the relevance of problematizing 
dualistic conceptualization, like the dichotomous categories production and 
reproduction, paid and unpaid work (done in the sphere of household, home); 
along with these categories, she also states that the category of space divided as 
‘public’ and ‘private’ can be problematic in case of women’s work and gendered 
spheres of work. Women’s work has been typically interpreted as voluntary and 
unpaid work done in the sphere of private, i.e. home, household (for ex. 
Rantalaiho 1986a, 10) while men have been interpreted as actors of public agen-
cy and positions for political activities (Kent 2012, 3, passim). However, the 20th 
century was the era when social responsibilities and their organization became 
problematized in a wider understanding as social and societal matters. Kent 
(2012, 9) states that differences between men and women were explained by 
differentiating them by sexual and reproductive systems in the modern era171. 
Questioning the premises of dualistic images 
Women’s social and societal positioning in the private sphere got new argu-
ments from theories of social and cultural reproduction, besides primarily 
physiology172 -based gender roles during the 19th century. Gender identity was 
(re)constructed in interactional processes with contextual ideas and ideals con-
cerned gender. The argument concerned with social and cultural roles of wom-
en emphasized both, the idealized ideas of female agency and just fear for 
women in the 19th century. Women were, on the on hand, viewed more moral 
and religious actors than men who viewed as materialistic orientated and even 
socially and societally corrupted. The ideas of women’s social and societal role 
                                                   
171Kent (2012, 9–27) opens perspective both in time and places: from Ancient to nowadays and by 
taking global examples.  
172According to Kent (2012, 18), in the 19th century,  for ex. Henry Maudsley, who was British 
psychiatrist (impacting also) American thinking about psychiatry and human behavior ‘sought 
to justify attempts to exclude women from education and the professions and to limit their role 
to a reproductive rather than a productive one’. 
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emphasized women as ‘the ethical center of industrial society’, as Kent (2012, 
16) contendes. Women were viewed as key actors in guiding of social values. 
(Kent 2012, 16, 18.) 
However, the view was bipolar. On the other hand, women were viewed to 
be representing nature: something which has to be controlled. Men, for their 
part, were viewed to be representative of culture, i.e. actors of systematic and 
symbolic order and those who have that control. Actually, this categorization 
has been used also with concepts ‘production’ (male) and ‘reproduction’ (fe-
male). (Kent 2012, 16.) This dualistic categorization between ‘nature’ and ‘cul-
ture’ concerned the ideas of female and male agency and positioning them in 
particular social order. 
Women were excluded from the arenas of political or economic activity. 
The exclusion was based on the definitions of women’s social roles, which de-
fined to be either ‘revered wife and mother, or - - despised prostitute’, as Kent 
(2012, 16) defines. That ideology enabled two socially admired and possible 
roles for women: they were viewed either as idealized actors in the sphere of 
household, ‘the angel in the house’, as Kent (2012, 19) states or as ‘fallen wom-
en’. (Kent 2012, 16–20.) 
These dualistic images concerned with the social roles of women and ‘fem-
ininity’ certainly impacted on the way women were considered in the realm of 
social and societal action. (Kent 2012, 16, 19–20.) The definitions of roles and the 
spheres of gendered agency were based on definitions which essentialized gen-
der and assumed those essentialized categories were included some specific, 
particular attributions. They were based on definitions by particular men (Kent 
2012, 20). Thus, it was, again, a matter of power and a matter of representing 
power. 
However, reproduction was (tried to be) defined and controlled socially 
strictly in the societal context. Gender is experienced, expressed and defined 
contextually. The manifestations concerned gender are related with time and 
place and the contemporary ideals of gendered agency. (Kent 2012, 16–18, 77.) 
Thus, gender is relation matter between individual, collective and institutions. 
Hence, defining gender and gender ideals is concerned the matters of power. 
Reconstructing comprehension and identity concerned with gender is the mat-
ter of social interactions (Kent 2012, 27). Understanding concerned with gender 
is constructed in relational social processes. 
Reconstructturing gender identity is a relation processes, concerned with 
ideas and experiences as well the contextual ideals and gender based expecta-
tions of social behavior and norms. Kent (2012, 67) refers to Joan Scott when 
defining that both experience and identity have to be historicized. (Kent 2012, 
67, passim.) They must be viewed contextually, i.e. in relevant connections. 
However, the relations of men and women in social and societal contexts have 
been viewed in dichotomies and conceptualized by dualistic categories. This is 
reflected also the worldview and outlook of human being. 
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Gendered socio-political? 
However, many social, political and economic theories concerned with produc-
tion and reproduction, are not taking into account reproduction as the matter of 
living, caring, crowing up and learning. However, reproduction is in the social 
and societal context always twofold, concerned with two roles, even if viewed 
as part of the reproduction of the work force. Thus, workforce will be repro-
duced both as work force and as human beings; according to Rantalaiho (1986, 
21), in the modern societies reproduction as reproducing work force – or human 
beings for work and production process – had been dominant. (Rantalaiho 
1986b, 20–22.) When viewing the modern way of living as dominated by ‘paid 
work’ and paid work as the source of inclusion, is that statement opening per-
spective also for the question of two tracks or dimensions concerned the emer-
gence of social policy. 
Anttonen (1989, 26) writes that the social – or societal – system of gender 
and reproduction, as feminist research have been conceptualized and used that 
concept, belong together. Reproduction is both based on the order of the social 
systems and organized by gender and it is also disclosing it. (Anttonen 1989, 
26.) Perhaps, at least in a sense of feminist research, it is also problematizing 
these conventions, social norms and their allocation. 
Reproduction is the matter of social belonging and membership. Repro-
duction is also the matter of the spaces of agency and activities; gender as the 
unit of analysis can open perspectives (Rantalaiho 1986b, 31, passim; Rantalaiho 
1986a). According to Rantalaiho (1986b, 28), reproduction can be understood as 
the process of balance. (Rantalaiho (1986b, 28–31) discusses the different dimen-
sion concerned defining reproduction.) The role of reproduction as maintain-
ing, reconstructing and supporting social and societal factor is reflected – and 
(re)produced – for example in theories and considerations about education and 
its role in society. Bourdieu and Passeron (1977) reflect the questions of repro-
duction as the matter of pedagogic and as the matter of educational system. 
Reproduction is producing and reproducing social and cultural conventions, 
norms and beliefs, which are guiding and framing the contextual societal and 
social life. Reproduction as the environment of socio-cultural reproduction will 
be a fruitful field of study. 
Bourdieu & Passeron (1977, 3) are focusing on pedagogical agency and ed-
ucation system, which have an essential role in becoming a participate actor in 
modern society. However, the contexts of schooling are contextual and so are 
the educational aims and pedagogic ideas. Bourdieu & Passeron (1977) discuss 
the view of socio-cultural reproduction as the matter of power and status. 
There, their research is concerned questions of political science. So, however, 
reproduction is the matter of social agency, but it is also the matter of politics 
and policies. 
Reproduction – as phenomenon and concept – is part of the gender system 
(Anttonen 1989, 26; Kent 2012). During the 20th century, gender system formed 
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paradigmatically in a context of nation state. Here, social policy as the way of 
organizing social lives (with certain policies, i.e. ways of targeting agency) be-
came part of that system – and even a distinctive part of that system. According 
to Rantalaiho (1986b, 49), reproduction is a concept linking its subject in time. 
Social policy will be opened by problematizing the causes and conse-
quences of gender system, ‘gendered’ systems and the gendered categories of 
social lives which are also framing policies and social practices. Thus, if the 
emergence of social policy within its modern meanings is viewed to be formed 
in connection with changing conditions work, it is deeply a matter of division of 
work and gender system. 
Methodology and epistemological orientation of gender studies – and fem-
inist research – will give some openings concerned social policy, welfare state 
and their changes in connection with socially shared ideas of gender, gendered 
positions in social context and societal matters of work, care and social security. 
Thus, gender is methodologically relevant concept for studying social policy. 
 
5.1.3 The emergence of social policy and industrialization 
Why and how question of emergence of social policy can be set concerned the 
turn of the 20th century? So: why to speak about modern or modern social poli-
cy and timing its emergence in the turn of the 20th century? Approaching social 
policy with methodological help of two viewpoints model of social policy is 
opening both short (written) history of social policy and long past of social poli-
cy as the part of organizing social lives and responsibilities between individual 
and collective. 
According to Urponen (1979, 159), relations between individual and collec-
tive in the context of social policy are concerned the classical questions of his-
torical actors in terms of individuals and collectivities. This contains both theo-
retical and methodological problems. (Urponen 1979, 159.) 
 
The question of two viewpoints concerned the emergence of social 
policy 
The question of two viewpoints concerned the emergence and understanding of 
social policy means approaching social policy by applying two alternative 
viewpoints. Social policy can be approached, on the one hand, as reflection of 
and reaction on various encounters of situations met in (social) lives. Thus, so-
cial policy is viewed as policies concerned with organizing and producing so-
cial security and reflecting different situations of life. By and large it can be 
approached as the matter of structuring relations between individual and col-
lectivity. (Urponen 1979, 73, 139, 159–160, 197, 203, 270, 459–464; Jaakkola 1994. 
Appendix 4.) 
122
  
Social policy can then be approached to be part of the process of organiz-
ing social and societal lives and living in different times and places. It is viewed 
as the part of structuring and organizing social lives. On the other hand, social 
policy is viewed emerging together with societal changes, especially industrial-
ization, during the 19th century. (Urponen 1979, 459–464, passim; Jaakkola 1994. 
Appendix 4.) At least, social policy was getting new contemporary openings 
and practical forms at that time. 
However, the formation and emergence of social policy can be understood 
in two different ways which are diverging both in the way of interpreting and 
also in respect of the theoretical understanding (Urponen 1979, 459–464). Dif-
ferences between these viewpoints are not only concerned with the emphasis of 
viewpoint but they are also theoretical matters of social policy. However, these 
two viewpoints are not necessarily exclusionary. As Urponen (1979, 464) states, 
social policy is not just the phenomenon of industrialized societies though it is 
not defined over historically. Thus, social policy is not an entity with its own 
laws but contextual phenomenon. (See also Riihinen 1992, 257.)173 
Viewpoint with orientation that social policy has always existed  is con-
cerned with especially the questions of social responsibilities, care and mainte-
nance. They are actually conceptualized in the wider understanding of social 
policy. Thus, social policy is viewed as the policy concerned with the organiza-
tion of social lives. In this context policy is referring to the ways of organizing 
social responsibilities. In that case, policy is not viewed, from the basis of prem-
ises, contextually limited politics or politics made by specific actors. Rather it is 
viewed as policies and open acts. NB: in Finnish social policy is called 
‘sosiaalipolitiikka’, which could be tried to be directly translated as ‘social poli-
tics’, whereupon an emphasis to a specific way of doing politics – i.e. also social 
policy – in specific political context can be observed. This context was specifical-
ly formed since the turn of the 20th century and social policy had been a contex-
tually meaningful for this processes: the emergence of a new state, civil society 
and new ways of economic and social actors. 
Another viewpoint of social policy is concerned with the connections be-
tween the emergence of social policy and industrialization. On the one hand, 
this perspective can emphasize that social policy emerged alongside of indus-
trialization. On the other hand, it can be also interpreted by suggesting that 
social policy had been specifically formed by industrialization. However, the 
connections of the emergence of social policy and industrialization are con-
cerned with social and societal changes. Those changes did not only consist of 
industrialization but had also been characterized by social and political ideas 
and practices and their changes. According to Palonen (2008, 202–203), compre-
                                                   
173The emergence of social policy has been interpreted also, for ex., with explanation models based 
on structure or agency. These schemas and models have been viewed from different viewpoints and 
via them, the phases of social policy have been viewed with different ideological emphasis (see for 
ex. Anttonen 1997, 62–76). 
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hension on politics and outlooks concerned socio-political world were changed 
and various social, economic and political practices were divided into new cat-
egories of their own. – New social and political practices were constructed and 
previous ways were reinterpreted partly from these new viewpoints. 
Thus, the question of two viewpoints on the emergence of social policy 
opened at least two pathways to social policy: a viewpoint of social responsibili-
ties and contextual dimension of social policy, work and social security. Howev-
er, social policy and the respective changes are contextual, and in the turn of the 
20th century, social policy was gaining its new, modern forms alongside the so-
cial and political changes. Social policy was explicated within modern mean-
ings in the turn of the 20th century; those definitions were conceptually connect-
ed with contemporary changes. Social policy was explicating social changes and 
the ways the changes were understood and conceptualized. 
Social policy – gathering conceptually work and social security 
The theoretical and conceptual core of social policy is viewed and typically 
structured, on the one hand, with intensional and extensional definitions174. On 
the other hand it the theoretical and conceptual core of social policy viewed in 
the light of historic-societal interpretations. Intensional definitions are referring 
to conceptual and theoretical contents of social policy. This means that the anal-
ysis is concerned with issues that are viewed to be substantial core of social 
policy. The questions of intensional definitions are linked with the definition of 
the social policy subject, practices, objects and aims. (Urponen 1979, 89–116, 
459. See also Appendix 4.) 
Extensional definitions are concerned with the definitions of social policy 
in relation to other ways of social actions and in connection with other practices 
in societal context. Definitions of social policy can be classified and typologized 
as practices. Social policy can be systematically organized, for example, to the 
parts of work policy, social security policy and specific parts of social policy 
with its subcategories (stated by Urponen 1979, 104). 
The extensional classification of social policy into the parts of work policy 
and policy in order to provide social security is reflecting the intensional defini-
tions. Thus, their interactional processes may be remarkable for the ways of 
defining social policy. The intensional and extensional definitions of social poli-
cy can be interpreted in both directions: catching the substance of social policy 
and defining social policy contextually. Organizing social policy in terms of 
subject, object, practices and aims is contextually bound and so is also organiz-
ing of contentual divisions in different policy parts. Hence, the ways of defining 
social policy in the field of social science and the humanities are connected to 
the other disciplines, like political science, economics and sociology. Thus, this 
reflects also the historical basis of social policy as applying social science. 
                                                   
174In Finnish: intensionaaliset ja ekstensionaaliset määritelmät. 
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Modern social policy and its historical roots as discipline 
Social policy is interesting from the viewpoint of history of science and ideas. 
Not least because only a few – if any – theoreticians in social policy, even as 
discipline, are mentioned. As far as known ‘social policy’ was explicitly referred 
to for the first time in literary context in the first half of the 19th century. Jules 
Lechevalier wrote (1833) about new politics or policies in Question sociale 
(Urponen 1979, 57; Nieminen 1984, 35). The roots of social policy as discipline, 
as well as the starting point of systematically defining social policy, are coming 
from the social policy association which had been established in 1872 in Ger-
many. The association was called in German Verein für Sozialpolitik, i.e. associ-
ation for social policy. Social policy was viewed mostly as practical agency – i.e. 
as set of practice: the practical viewpoint was emphasized upon the sets of doc-
trines (Urponen 1979, 9–10, 51). However, social and political practices are con-
structing and bearing socio-political meanings. 
In particular the emergence of debates about history of economics in the 
beginning of the 1870s175 played a major role (Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 11, 16; 
also Kuusterä 1989, 14; Heikkinen et al. 2000; Allardt 2000, 482–483). Social poli-
cy, as discipline, has historical connections with economics176 (Eräsaari & 
Rahkonen 2001, 16). In Finland, The Association of Labour Protection and Social 
Insurance in Finland, afterwards Social Policy Association in Finland177 was 
established in 1909 (but discussions about foundation have already been hap-
pened in the previous year). According to Hellsten (2009), inspirations for es-
tablishing have got from other countries, especially from Verein für 
Sozialpolitik, but however, not only from that German association. (Hellsten 
2009, 11–12, 18–40.) 
However, the term ’social policy’ was brought into contemporary social 
and political discussion mostly with the association called Verein für 
Sozialpolitik. The socio-linguistic usage of the term was a kind of combination 
orientating towards contemporary practical matters of reformism. Thus, in tan-
dem, it was also contributing to contemporary social and political discussions 
                                                   
175The establishing meeting of association called Verein für Sozialpolitik was in Eisenach, Germany 
8 October 1872 (Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 11). On social and political situation in Germany in 
the late half of the 19th, for ex. Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 15–16. On historical school of thought in 
economics, the ideas and premises of research, Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 20–22; on economic 
thinking in the turn of the 20th, Heikkinen et al. 2000. On the name and linguistic usage of 
’cathedral socialists’, Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 17–18, 39–40. On the latest phases of Verein für 
Sozialpolitik at the beginning of the 20th century, Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 25–37. 
176Classical political economy was formed especially in England during the 18th century (Eräsaari & 
Rahkonen 2001, 16; also Heikkinen et al. 2000). See Rein 2001 (1879). 
177In Finnish: Työväensuojelus- ja sosiaalivakuutusyhdistys, afterwards Sosiaalipoliittinen yhdistys. 
The name of the association was changed to Social Reform Association in Finland in 1920 
(Suomen Sosiaalireformiyhdistys – Föreningen för Sociala Reformer I Finland) and to Social 
Policy Association in Finland in 1932 (Sosialipoliittinen Yhdistys – Socialpolitiska Föreningen 
(‘sosialipoliittinen’ was a contemporary way of writing (i.e. writing sosiaalinen with only one ‘a’). 
(Hellsten 2009, 11–12; Jaakkola & Kainulainen & Rahkonen 2009, 7.) 
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which were full of new social and political ideologies and their different em-
phasis. (Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 33–34; Palonen 1997, 200–204; also 
Nieminen 1984, 35; Toikko 2005, 96–115; Bäckman & Stenman 2004, 4–5). Re-
formist thinking also emphasized the need to gather empirical information on 
workers’ life. One of the aims was the institutionalization of social insurance. 
(Hellsten 1993, 147, 154–158.)  
However, the Verein für Sozialpolitik178 formed an association which, for 
example, organized gathering of information on social changes especially using 
social statistics179 (Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 15–19). According to Hellsten 
(2009, 15), social statistics have an essential role concerned the formation of the 
social as a specific area (on the periods of statistic office in Finland, Hellsten 
2009, 16, 35). The concrete research orientation180 was connected with contem-
porary demands of information to support planning and the organization of 
social practices. Official gatherings for information on statistics were organized 
for example in France (along with troubled times from the revolution 1789) and 
England (Blue Books ja Poor Law Report (1834)181). (Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 
15–19, 24. Also Sohrabi 2005; Allardt 2000, 482–487; Hietala 1987, 107–122.) 
An agency for empirical social research was also established in England. 
The agency started to work in the 1880s based on the ideas of philanthropy and 
also association called Fabian Society182 was a remarkable actor. It was influ-
enced by the German Verein für Sozialpolitik but comparing these two associa-
tions will proof to be problematic (see Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 28). The prob-
lems of comparison are concerned with both, contextual matters, like specific 
historical and societal framework183, and also with these two associations and 
for example the type of publishing. (Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 28.) 
In Finland, concrete empirical social research based on concrete infor-
mation demands were especially undertaken by Kansantaloudellinen Yhdistys 
[the association of national economy] and led by Y.S. Yrjö-Koskinen. They de-
                                                   
178In Finland, Wilhelm Lavonius wrote an article (1874) concerned ongoing discussions in the 
context of Verein für Sozialpolitik about workers’ question (Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 38–39). 
179On agency of society and its problematic, Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 15–19. Core matter 
concerned the agency was to explain social changes. However, gathering information could be 
problematic: on the dispute of methods concerned methods and relations between particular and 
universal, Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 15–19. On concrete social research, Eräsaari & Rahkonen 
2001, 24–28; on relations to sociology, Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 30–33. (See also Eräsaari & 
Rahkonen 2001, 42–43; Kettunen 1994, 56–91.) 
180On the contextual matters of concrete social research, Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 24–33; Allardt 
2000, 482–487. 
181Forming legislative frames to social policy practices in England at the beginning of the 20th 
century was impacted by a survey done by ship owner C. Booth. The name of the survey was Life 
and Labour of the People in London. (Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 24–25.) 
182London School of Economics and Political Science (LSE) was established by the Fabian Society 
(1895). The impact of LSE on social science was remarkable.  (Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 28–29.) 
See also Rodgers 2001, 76; Pulma 1999, 179. 
183See also Riihinen 1992, 257; Tilly 2006. 
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fined to be focused on social question. (Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 41–42. See 
also Hellsten 2009, 12, 22, passim.) The association operated close to the 
Fennomania movement (Hellsten 2009, 12). This was practically shown by the 
leadership of the association. 
However, the book called Nykyaikainen sosiaalipolitiikka [Modern social pol-
icy] by Ehrnrooth (1912) was the first systematic publication in Finnish lan-
guage concerned with social policy as discipline184 (Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 
46). (See Yrjö-Koskinen 2001 (1874); Rein 2001 (1878); Rein 2001 (1879); 
Ehrnrooth 2001 (1912).) Ehrnrooth’s writing was edited as part of the series of 
contemporary social policy and its questions. It is based on a lecture on Social 
Policy Association in Finland. Actually, twelve lectures concerned contempo-
rary social matters were held at the beginning of the 1910s at Social Policy Asso-
ciation in Finland. (Hellsten 2009, 26–27.) 
 
On the changes of work and production 
The question of work has been viewed as the core issue of the formation process 
of social policy within its modern meanings in the turn of the 20th century. 
Questions of work are both, contextual questions reflecting changes in economy 
and the process of production and the social effects also a point of crystallized 
conceptualization of societal changes in the turn of the 20th century. 
The ‘social question’ which emerged with industrialization and urbaniza-
tion has been defined as the essential starting point of modern social policy in 
Europe. The social question was also looking at the problems concerned 
‘nonindependent agrarian people’185. Thus, the questions of changing social life 
were also encountered in the countryside and the so-called societal moderniza-
tion was not only a matter of urban area and their development. However, new 
attributes of changing social and collective lives are not adequate to explain the 
beginnings of modern social policy, but the question is not least about how 
phenomena were interpreted and what was viewed as their meaning (Jaakkola 
1994, 72. See also Peltonen 1999b). 
In the turn of the 20th century, attitudes towards the question of a landed 
property186, i.e. possessing land or not, was connected with contemporary 
changes on social and political thinking. Attitudes were changed towards hav-
                                                   
184Discussions concerned social policy as a discipline were connected the matters of organizing 
education for civil servants and the matters of social research in the beginning of the 20th century.  
– Heikki Waris was the first professor in the field of social policy and in his inaugural 
presentation (1948) in the University of Helsinki contained references also to Anglo-American 
sociology of work and theory of industrial relations (Industrial Relations & Social Affairs). 
(Eräsaari & Rahkonen 2001, 48. See also Korpi 1981.) 
185In Finnish:maaseudun epäitsenäinen väestö. 
On concept of family, connected also with these matters, see Markkola 2002, 16; on the advice to 
census, i.e. the registration of population, Markkola 1994, 18; on stigmatization, Häkkinen & 
Peltola 2005, 87–89. 
186In Finnish: tilattomuus. See more Häkkinen & Peltola 2005, 87–89. 
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ing not a landed property along with social and political thinking. It became 
questioned and a matter of politicization. (Haapala 1989, 52.) It is a question of 
viewing phenomena of social lives and their meanings, and by that, further 
practices with orientation experienced as meaningful. Practices are about the 
construction and reconstruction of social and political meanings. 
One way of approaching social policy is starting from the social questions. 
This viewpoint on social questions refers to the matter that different themes, 
issues and viewpoints are brought into contemporary social and political de-
bates with contemporary ideological orientations. Contemporary matters are 
viewed against different political and ideological orientationss and answered 
with different structures of belief and concepts in jargon and practice. Social 
questions and the ways of searching for answers to set questions are reflecting 
contemporary social, political and socio-political situations. However, they are 
also constructing and reconstructing it. 
However, naming something as social – or even societal – question, has to 
be seen in its specific context. Thus, from the viewpoint of research, the key 
question will be why something is viewed and stated as social question. What 
are the premises, references and essential connections? Who is setting the defi-
nitions, how and why? However, the social question is refers to the way and 
problematique of organizing social lives and responsibilities between individu-
al and collectivity. 
The classical outlook on the beginnings of modern social policy 
The emergence of the welfare state is explained in terms of societal moderniza-
tion. The emergence and extension of modern social policy has been interpreted 
in the context of industrialized society and its progress. Many theories are link-
ing societal changes and the emergence of social policy within its modern 
meanings with questions of work, the process of production and reproduction 
of workforce. (Anttonen 1989, 38.) Theories are mainly focused on the work-
force and reproduction is viewed just in the context of workforce reproduction. 
Theories of modernization are one way of explaining emergence and the exten-
sion of social policy. It is based on the premises that social and societal changes 
generated some novel way of living and working and social policy is typically 
viewed as the matter of paid work and workforce (for ex. Anttonen 1989, 38–
48). (Discussions about the theory of industrialized society and critiques of 
Marxist theory, Giddens 1984, 163–164.) 
Another way of viewing the emergence of social policy can be found in the 
context of feminist research, whereas the theory of patriarchy is stands at the 
core of the explanation. (Anttonen 1989, 36.) Some other theories can be seen in 
functionalism explanation and structuralism. Functionalism is based the prem-
ises that social policy is a functional moment of modern society and public poli-
cy. Functionalism sees society as an entirety of institutions and systems aiming 
at the functional agency of society (Rauhala 1996, 20, 36). Structural analysis, for 
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its part, will be concerned with social policy as matter of social structures and 
social patterns of behavior including also language – or parole – analysis. 
Anttonen (1989, 53–55) introduces three areas of social policy to explain the 
emergence of (modern) social policy systems. She defines them as follows: ob-
jective of social integration and control, reproduction of workforce and control-
ling relations of reproduction and everyday lives. Constructing social control is 
concerned with institutions, both official and unofficial. It is concerned with 
social norms. Reproduction of the workforce as the objective of modern social 
policy is linked to the interpretation of modern social policy in connection with 
the questions of work and workforce. However, reproduction is a wider con-
cept, but, of course, it can be used also in the context of workforce. Neverthe-
less, the connotations are different: in that case, they are limited to the process 
of production and to view human beings as workforce. Relations and everyday 
lives as the matters of social policy are connected with questions of social be-
longing. They may be concerned with everyday lives, but in a wider sense they 
are matters of socio-political belonging and political participation. 
One way to explain the changes of social policy is by looking at social rela-
tions. When interpretations on the social (as sphere, as a matter of relations and 
connections) changes, they are also impacting on social policy. Arguments con-
cerned overloading state economy and things like that have had a central role 
criticizing social tasks of state. (Anttonen 1989, 57, 61, 63.) Simonen (1986, 227) 
states that it should be problematized why other than care organized by the 
state is promoted and even romanticized to be better – especially if there would 
be the very same female actors to carry out these responsibilities. Thus, it is a 
question about the way of organizing social responsibilities like for example, 
care and the ideas that influence these patterns and subsequently the position of 
different ideologies. 
 
Theory of modernity 
Contemporary writer Yrjö-Koskinen (2001 (1874), 73) compares that time (se-
cond half of the 19th century) with the end part of the ‘old time’ in Europe. He 
(2001 (1874), 73) writes that the situation in these two time samples contain 
some similar features like economic glory but simultaneous social questions – 
but in their contextual form, i.e. depending on the time and place in which they 
are located. 
Modernization is an ambivalent phenomenon: it is both connected with the 
giving meanings of past and – at the same time – it is trying to build some par-
ticular, contextually brand new (Kettunen 1994, 261). By doing so, or at least by 
aiming on doing so, it is also linking these aims of imagined glorious past times 
and a presumed future together with current experiences. Modern as an attrib-
ute of social and societal living is interesting from the viewpoint of research. 
This epithet is expressed also as the central meaning of modern society con-
cerned with modern social science. Thus, the phrasing of questions in the fields 
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of modern social science is focusing on contemporary society and the origins of 
this kind of phrasing questions are located at the turn of the 20th century and 
being framed by social changes of the time. 
Modern, as the attribute of society which is the research subject, is taking a 
specific perspective on the research subject. Society, the research subject, is con-
ceptualized by the attribute modern. Modern is an orientating in the perspec-
tive of time: modern seems to be viewed as ‘now’ and it is viewed to be preced-
ed by pre-modern and followed by postmodern. However, modern with its 
epithets is used to conceptualize societal contexts and lives. Modern is viewed 
as a point since or towards proportion in time has been done. 
However, the theory of modernization is a key – but controversial – theory 
in sociology and it is a key part concerned sociological construction of theories 
and concepts. (On sociological theories and classics, for ex. Ritzer 2008; Aro & 
Jokivuori 2010; Carruthers 2005; also Månson 1989; Aro 2011; Adams & Clem-
ens & Orloff 2005, 3–14; Hearn 2006; Saastamoinen 2011. On traditional defining 
of modern sociology and social sciences, McGrew 1992, 63. See also Puhakka 
1977.) 
 
Modern? 
’Modern’ is multidimensional and thus not just an ambivalent concept or way 
of defining. A premise of understanding modern can be understood by refer-
ring to its form as adjective. The adjective modern is viewed typically as its 
primarily linguistic reference. However, modern can be also understood with 
substantive attributes and references and it can be used as a definitive concept 
when describing orientation in time. According to Kotkavirta & Sironen (1986, 
11–12, passim), meaning of modern can be defined as substantive form besides 
’novel’ and modern. In that case, it is has the linguistic and conceptual role of 
agency (Kotkavirta & Sironen 1986, 11–12, passim). 
The forming of modern ways of thinking time, eras and epochs meant 
changes in social lives and orientation in time (Kotkavirta & Sironen 1986, 11, 
passim). (Kotkavirta & Sironen 1986; Allen 1992, 199; McGrew 1992.) As attrib-
ute of time, ’modern’ means typically the present, i.e. time lived now;187 it is 
representing a kind of present. It is also used to define and understand time (by 
using the terms present, past, future) (for ex. Kotkavirta & Sironen 1986, 9–10.) 
Epithets of modern in current discussion are typically pre- or post-. In that case, 
modern is used referencing specifically to modern encountered in the turn of 
                                                   
187According to Kantola (2011c, 179), public – which is controlled by present – is specific place for 
Kant. In Finnish: ’Kantille julkisuus on erityinen paikka, jota hallitsee nykyhetki.’ (Kantola 2011c, 
179.) (Transl. MT.) This refers to definition made by philosopher Immanuel Kant (1784). Accord-
ing to Kant, enlightenment occurs when ‘everyone is using his head completely in public’ (see 
Kantola 2011b, 17). (In Finnish: ‘kukin käyttää järkeään kaikilta osin julkisesti’ (see Kantola 2011b, 
17). The reference to public by Kant is viewing modernizing space as rational social. (See also van 
Ewijk 2010, 22.) 
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the 20th century, i.e. to contemporary social and societal changes (for ex. Aro & 
Jokivuori 2010, 221, 277, passim; Heaphy 2007; Carruthers 2005; see also Sauk-
konen 2007, 101–102; Saastamoinen & Kuusela 2006, 137). Those changes have 
been theoretized with reference to the concept of modernity. Theoretizing is a 
way of trying to construct conceptual understanding concerned phenomena 
(see also Ritzer 2008). 
Modern as a constructing element concerned with the understanding of 
time can refer to at least three matters in the context of European history of 
thought. First, modern has been used during the Middle Ages to referencing the 
difference in relation to antiquity: definitions concerned orienting time were 
structured with points of antique (past) and modern (present). Later, time was 
viewed as chronology, looking at ‘new times’ and ‘old times’. During the 19th 
century, modern as the defining point concerned the orientation in time re-
ceived its meanings in relation to contemporary social and societal changes. 
(Kotkavirta & Sironen 1986, 9–17, passim; Hall & Held & McLennan 1992, 2, 
passim. See also Hall 2003, 300; Rahikainen 1991, 31–35.) Thus, modern has 
been used to express and to define differences between agrarian (previously 
typical) and industrializing, later industrialized society since the half of the 19 th 
century. 
However, changes and modernization were neither happening out of a 
sudden nor were they encountered in every place the same way. Changes could 
be multiple, various, denying or problematic. This has been discussed and 
opened for example in Mikkola’s (2009) doctoral thesis whit the focus of Fin-
land. Mikkola discusses in the book Tulevaisuutta vastaan188 modernization both 
as phenomenon in the context of Finland in the turn of the 20th century and as 
conceptualized change. 
Kotkavirta and Sironen (1986, 7) crystallize that modern is a tension be-
tween past, present and future as well as a tension between old and new. Mod-
ern is especially referring to a concept of time and changes concerned with the 
orientation in time. Modern is a conceptual way of set limits between new and 
old – and across them. By doing so, it is also a way of constructing attitudes 
towards new and old, past and present. 
Modern has got more and more epithets in the late half of the 20th century 
and during the 21st century: along with the term of postmodern, for example, 
the term ‘high modernity’ has been introduced by Giddens, ‘liquid modernity’ 
by Bauman and ‘second modernity’ and reflexive modernity defined by Beck 
(Beck 1986; 1994; 1999). Classical theory of modernization interpreted moderni-
zation as increasing of differentiation in social practices, including division of 
labour as even the most remarkable contemporary matter (Heiskala 1997, 19). 
                                                   
188Central source material in Mikkola’s (2009) research is the collection concerned modernization. 
Collecting was made by Folklore Archives of Finnish Literature Society (in 1939). The theme of 
collecting is ‘How people received the novel ways of living’ (in Finnish ’Miten kansa vastaanotti 
uudet elämänmuodot?’). (Mikkola 2009, 13–58, passim). 
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(On ‘liquid modernity’, (Bauman 2002), second modernity, reflexive modernity, 
postmodern especially from the viewpoint of thematic concerned public and 
private, for ex. Beck 1999;1986;1994; Giddens 1991;1992;1994; Bauman 2002; 
Bäckman & Stenman 2004, 33–41; Kantola 2011 (ed.); Kantola 2011a, 13; Aro & 
Jokivuori 2010, 221; on high modernity189 in Finland in the 1970s, Kantola 2011c, 
167; on high modernity and the definition of public and private, Keränen 1995, 
46–48, passim. See also Zinn & Taylor-Gooby 2006, 39; Heaphy 2007; Ritzer 
2008; McGrew 1992, 64.)  
However, modern has been also questioned by asking whether society has 
ever been truly modern and, after all, what this would acutally mean (for ex. 
Latour 1993). Nowadays, discussions are also for example concerned with ‘se-
cond modernity’ (Beck). In that case, the first modernity is typically referring to 
the turn of the 20th century and to the society of the 20th century. Contemporary 
novel, modern has become past towards what definitions concerned orientation 
in time are made. Second modernity is something new – modern – compared 
with the previously typical ways of living and thinking. Considering changes of 
viewing time and place, these discussions are linked with globalization and 
conceptualizations of globalization. (For ex. Bäckman & Stenman 2004, 1, 33–41; 
van Ewijk 2010, 10–21, 31; Hall 2003, 300–309; McGrew 1992, 62–65, 94–95, pas-
sim; Massey 2003; Hall 2003. On dynamics of globalization, McGrew 1992, 74–
76.) 
On the connections between industrialization and social policy 
Practices of social policy emerged around questions of work in modernizing 
European societies (Jaakkola 1994, 72, 91). Changes of work concerned the mat-
ters of production process and they were also economic and social. Shifts of 
previously typical attributes of work were also influenced by attitudes con-
cerned work as well as they had remarkable effect on ideas on living conditions. 
Changes were also reflected in the practices of producing social security. Along 
with changing societal and social lives, collective responsibilities concerned 
groups and individuals were reflected and organized in new ways. 
Problematizing the so-called two distinct viewpoints on production and 
reproduction will give some theoretical points for understanding why social 
policy is approached with the question of two viewpoints. However, if ap-
proaching social policy with either point of view, something remarkable hap-
pened concerned social and political ideas and practices in the turn of the 20th 
century. Especially if looking at those times, changes and encounters as roots 
and routes of todays’ society, understanding them will be relevant for 
(self)understanding in social and political thinking and research. However, 
these questions can contain very complex problematic. 
                                                   
189A chronology concerned defining modern and public life (and their changes): high modern ca 
1955–1980, modern becomes liquid 1980–2000 and liquid modern 2000– (Kantola 2011c, 168). 
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Interpretations 
The positive realistic interpretations of social policy emphasize industrialization 
and industrial ways of producing as the starting point of the formation of social 
policy. In that case, social policy is viewed to be formed along with industriali-
zation. Charged with values, social policy is viewed to be formed because of the 
alienating effects of industrialized society according to interpretation in the 
light of the positive realistic tradition. A third way in the positive realistic inter-
pretation is to view social policy as the so-called ahistorical part of public poli-
cy. (Urponen 1979, 195–220, 459. Appendix 4.) 
Analyzing social policy as the so called ahistorical part of public policy re-
fers to viewing social policy from a teleological and functional viewpoint and 
seeing public policy as – at least some kind of – entity. In that case, public policy 
is typically viewed with spheres, like economy, social and culture policy. This is 
reflecting a way of viewing context and agency in politics. 
Functionalism interprets the formation of social policy as response to prac-
tical requirements (Urponen 1979, 189). Functionalist explanations may be ori-
entated by teleological assumptons and interpretations, i.e. interpretations are 
made from an end result typically with some temporal distance or observing 
changes through particular continuum. In that case, there is the possibility that 
multidimensional entity and interaction between different parts will be neglect-
ed and analyses are undertaken within a – more or less – static framework of 
interpretation. 
However, especially from the functionalist viewpoint of interpretation, the 
emergence of social policy in the late half of the 19th century has been viewed as 
societal practice organized along with and because of social changes. Neverthe-
less, social policy as the matter of social and political ideas and practices is con-
nected with the contemporary context with all the matters of social, political 
and socio-political lives influencing also the way of thinking about social policy 
and its definition. 
Another way of interpreting social policy is based on ‘ad hoc’ explanations. 
That means to view the emergence of social policy in the context of particular 
social and societal tasks: the emergence of social policy is viewed to be connect-
ed with carrying out particular tasks and duties in societal and social context. 
Along with this explanation model, the emergence and meanings of social poli-
cy have been also interpreted with a viewpoint of societal dynamics. (Urponen 
1979, 163–165. Appendix 4.) 
One way of the idealistic historical and societal viewpoint of social policy 
is to view social policy as expression of psychological and ethical dynamics of 
power. Another view of defining social policy from the viewpoint of an idealis-
tic historical and societal outlook is the value-based reasoning of social policy. 
Value-based reasoning can be divided into the humane value-based reasoning 
and the universal value-based reasoning. Defining social policy as the expres-
sion of psychological and ethical dynamics of power refers to social policy as 
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cultural question, i.e. as contextual socio-cultural phenomenon. Thus, social 
policy is connected with contemporary discussions of social and cultural values, 
ethical reflections and the ways of defining social responsibilities. (Urponen 
1979, 167–172, 459. Also Padamsee 2009. Appendix 4.) These matters are con-
nected with the constructon of worldviews. 
 
Socio-political shifts 
According to Pulma (1999, 163) both, historians and social politicians interested 
in the history of their discipline have been unanimously employed by the 1870s 
as the era of the beginning of modern social policy in Finland. However, Pulma 
(1999, 163) is still questioning the emergence of social policy in the turn of the 
20th century with remarks that the system stayed still without ‘a hint of modern 
social policy’190 and the discussions about workers’ question, for example, led to 
only one concrete legislative reform: to the decree of workers’ protection. 
(Pulma 1999, 163–164. See also Kettunen 1994.) 
The traditional system and the scarcity of reforms were awoken questions 
about why it is relevant to talk about changes, even about a turning point or 
modernization – i.e. why it is relevant to talk about the emergence of modern 
social policy. Pulma (1999, 164) states that social phenomena were, actually, not 
essentially changed but rather meanings giving to them were changing. Those 
changes are expressed also by new ways of viewing and organizing social and 
political space, agency and arenas. 
Typical conceptualizations concerned political and socio-political changes 
that occured in the turn of the 20th century are, for example, the dissolution of 
estate based class society or the shift towards civil society actors as well as the 
shift from ‘the status of subservient to citizen’191 (Kurunmäki 2000; 
Pohjantammi 2003; Markkola 2002, 199–205; Markkola 2006; Harjula 2006). 
The shift from the status of subject to citizen is concerned with the matters 
of political inclusion, agency and participation. Political relations between indi-
viduals and collectivity became defined and viewed in new ways. This is also 
connected to discussions concerned the forming of modern social policy and its 
questions specifically in the turn of the 20th century. They were constructing 
along with those processes and they were also constructing those changes in 
tandem. (On the beginnings of forming social policy systems and institutions 
with modern meanings, for ex. Rahikainen 1991, 48.) Changes, on the one hand, 
were constructed the novel ideas and practices of social policy, and, on the other 
hand, changes demanded those novel ideas and practices to be realized. 
From both of the viewpoints on the question about two viewpoints of the emer-
gence of social policy, something essential was happening in the turn of the 20th 
                                                   
190Transl. MT. In Finnish: ’ilman ”modernin sosiaalipolitiikan” häivääkään’ (Pulma 1999, 163). 
191Transl. MT. In Finnish: ’alamaisista kansalaisiksi’ (Kurunmäki 2000; Pohjantammi 2003; Markkola 
2002, 199–205; Markkola 2006; Harjula 2006). 
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century: something was changing, some new ideas and practices were con-
structed and previously typical practices and ideas were viewed in a new per-
spective. This was also connected with forming novel social and political arenas 
and new ways of defining political inclusion and its conditions. Polity, the plac-
es of politics and the memberships of polity were shifting. (On social and politi-
cal relations, Jansson 1985, 9; on social and political thought and ideas from the 
viewpoint of constructing worldview, Manninen 1977, 42–43; Envall 1989, 120–
121; Klinge 197; Duveen 2000.) The emergence of modern social policy in the 
turn of the 20th century is also connected with contemporary changes on social 
and political participation, inclusion, membership and agency. They were 
changing the ways of social, political and socio-political lives and they also im-
pacted organizing social, political and socio-political relations between individ-
ual and collective. 
 
Social changes and social questions 
The roots of modern social policy are connected with societal and social chang-
es encountered since the 19th century. In that case, social policy and the practices 
of social policy are viewed as being formed on the basis of shifting work and 
employment. (For ex. Jaakkola 1994, 71–74, 79; Pulma 1987, 64; Markkola 1994, 
8–11, 226–233, passim; Hellsten 1981; Castel 2007.) This definition is focusing on 
the connections of industrialization and the emergence of social policy, but, 
however, the division of work has remarkable social function (Koistinen 1999, 
196–203; ks. myös Kerkelä 1996, 281–293). Division of labour is an essential part 
of social functions, roles and responsibilities. 
However, the question of work was one – though, maybe most influential – 
question192 leading to contemporary social and political discussion in the late 
half of the 19th century. Definitions of social questions can be interpreted as 
viewpoints and responses to contemporary social changes. In connection with 
the so called question of two perspectives on the emergence of social policy, this 
can be viewed also as reflexive social policy. 
Conceptuality, when approaching social policy as concept of social and po-
litical jargon, means that there are no static or generic definitions of social poli-
cy. However, the concept of social policy – as concept of social and political 
jargon – is contextual and multidimensional. Definitions can be influenced by 
different ideological premises, political aims and phrasings of questions as well 
as by the more general context. Thus, social policy is neither an accessory of 
industrialization nor the practices of industrialized societies though social poli-
cy was formed in a certain way along with the processes of industrialization. 
Industrialization has had an effect on the way of forming social policies in Fin-
land within the European context since the 19th century. 
                                                   
192More on other contemporary questions, Alapuro & Stenius 1989.  
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According to Urponen (1979, 464), social policy as contextual phenomenon 
is reflecting contemporary questions and structures of societal lives with their 
possible problems. Thus, social policy may be also manifesting, i.e. expressing 
publicly contemporary problems encountered both in terms of structures and 
agency. One of the key matters of emerging social policy in the turn of the 20th 
century was production 
Haapala (1999a) discusses social and societal changes encountered in the 
turn of the 20th century from the perspective of viewing history. Haapala points 
on the dualistic form of describing societal changes: the 19th century has been, 
on the one hand, used conceptually to represent the era of great changes. On 
the other hand, at the very same time, the 19th century has been viewed as op-
position for nowadays. However, Haapala (1999a, 10) crystallizes that Finland 
was a distinctively agrarian society during the 19th century. Industrial produc-
tion emerged but not to such an extent that it would have been really remarka-
ble. (Haapala 1999a, 10, passim.) According to Klinge (1977, 148), changes on 
worldview in Finland in the turn of the 20th century were connected to industri-
alization – but not to the industrialization in Finland itself193. 
 
5.1.4 The emergence of social policy and the gender system 
Conceptualizing the questions of social policy in spatial and temporal context, 
applying a gender perspective provides some information about the ways of 
organizing production, reproduction and socio-political membership. It may 
also open discussions concerned the two viewpoints of the beginnings of social 
policy. – And it may even answer why the beginnings of social policy can be 
viewed with those two tracks. However, it will produce some contextual infor-
mation – and wider understanding about gender(ed) system(s) – concerned the 
key questions and themes of social policy. 
As Julkunen (1986, 123) states, the essence of social policy has been occu-
pying the minds of social policy researchers. Temporal changes can be briefly 
summarized in the following way (in the context of Finland). The definition put 
forward by Nieminen dominated since the WWII. The functionalist ideas of the 
emergence of social policy in the context of industrialized society as well as 
theories of the welfare state were replaced by explanations based on Marxist 
theory or related models. However, the theory of the reproduction of workforce 
was dominat. (Julkunen 1986, 123; Rauhala 1996, 21–24, passim.) Thus, repro-
duction as societal matter was understood in that conceptual context as a mate-
rial matter or as reproduction of conditions of production (Rantalaiho 1986b). 
                                                   
193Transl. MT. In Finnish: ‘Maailmankuvan muuttuminen Suomessa viime vuosisadan [viittaa tässä 
1800-lukuun] loppupuoliskolla oli yhteydessä teollistumiseen – mutta ei niinkään Suomen 
teollistumiseen’ (Klinge 1977, 148). 
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Women’s work, work done by women has been ‘blind spot’ not only in the 
context of social policy but also in the context of social sciences and humanities 
in general (see for ex. Julkunen 1986, 130; Saarinen 1986). Noticing reproduction 
as a theoretical and methodological concept means referring to a certain way of 
understanding society and social lives – and it is also about a certain way of 
(re)producing and (re)constructing related information and knowledge. Along 
with this, reproduction as theoretical and methodological concept refers to the 
analytic way of studying social and societal structures. (Anttonen 1989, 26–27.) 
Here, the structures of society and social lives are especially opened with refer-
ence to gender and the gender system. 
If understanding structure as the coherence of social lives, is the question 
of gender remarkable not only for feminist and gender research but also from 
the many other viewpoints and orientations. – However, one way or the other, 
but it is still about bringing some new perspectives into the research and social 
and political discussion which are allow to understand why society and social 
life is formed in the given way. 
 
Two ways of understanding the emergence of social policy 
Urponen (1979) has introduced the two ways of understanding the emergence 
of social policy. On the one hand, social policy can be understood to be in one 
way or another part of every society’s social life. (Urponen 1979, 459–464.) In 
that case, social policy is understood as social practices and the way of organiz-
ing social responsibilities and (re)producing social security. Here, social policy 
is viewed as matter of reacting and responding to social needs of society. Social 
policy is concerned with questions of social, political and socio-political mem-
berships, values and belonging. Two different tracks of comprehending the 
process of formation of social policy can be found; the views diverge not only in 
their interpretations but also with regards to their theoretical framework 
(Urponen 1979, 459–464). 
Differences between these two perspectives are concerned not just in their 
emphasis, but also with the differences of a viewpoint, which includes theoreti-
cal reflection and conceptual differences. Nevertheless, the viewpoints are not 
absolutely, inevitably ruling each other out. As Urponen (1979, 464) states, so-
cial policy is neither the phenomenon of industrialized society nor an over his-
torical entity, but contextual phenomenon concerned questions of social, socie-
tal, political lives and social values. (See also Riihinen 1992, 257.) 
On the one hand, social policy is viewed – in one way or another – as part 
of every social or societal context. In that case social policy is viewed from the 
perspective of social responsibilities (between individual and collective agency) 
discerning for example social questions on care and ways to (re)produce social 
security.  Social policy is viewed as (contextual) social response to and reflection 
on human social lives and manifold situations in life. In that case social policy is 
understood as the practice of social encounter in a given societal or social con-
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text with its particular institutions and institutional foundations. Hereby social 
policy is understood as part of human social lives evermore. On the other hand, 
the formation processes of social policy are understood in connection with in-
dustrialization. (Urponen 1979, 73, 139, 159–160, 197, 203, 270.) 
On the other hand social policy can be understood as emerging alongside 
of industrialization in the 19th century and at the beginning of the 20th century. 
(Urponen 1979, 459–464.) In that case, social policy is theoretized and under-
stood especially along and in the context of changing society, industrialization 
and ‘moving basis of previously typical social lives’. – From the viewpoint of 
both of them, it is reasonable to say that something happened concerned social 
policy in the turn of the 20th century. But what? 
This is the topic of research on the theory of social policy. The core con-
cepts are concerned with structure, agency, politics and policy – and more pre-
cisely, they will be enhanced byt the concept ‘gender’. Gender is concerned 
with agency, i.e. the limits, the terms and possibilities of contextual agency. It is 
also concerned with social and societal structures, and the structures of societal 
and social lives (Anttonen 1989, 26–27). And, last but definitely not least, it is an 
opening towards politics and policy – not least because it is concerned with 
‘people politics left out’ (typical expression for social history), meaning women 
before the 20th century. 
According to Rantalaiho (1986b, 50), unlike structure, the concept of re-
production requires conceptualization of societal and social actors (see also 
Alanen 1986, 58). Thus, the concept of reproduction requires the sense of un-
derstanding agency and actors in the perspective of gender. 
 
Power, structure, agency 
Power is actually one of the traditional concepts of political science; in Finland, 
for example, the key concepts of political science (valtio-oppi) are defined to be 
politics, state and ‘power’, where politics is the main subject of study, state is 
the context (of politics) and power will give a specific aspect for the observa-
tion. (Berndtson 2008.) This is the definition of politics and the state as the actor 
of politics and policies with the focus on the state. As such they are of special 
interest from the viewpoint of modern social policy. The state became the key 
actor in the field of social policy in the 20th century. Before that, the matters, 
issues and questions – which later became part of state contextualized agency 
defined as social policy – were organized typically by different actors. Of 
course, the change of agency was a remarkable shift. However, it was not only 
the change of agency but with this the whole basis of social security changed as 
well. What can be determined as reason for this? Previously, the basis of social 
security was the charity within communities, church or among other actors and 
in the turn of the 20th century, also other actors emerged the part of formation of 
civil society. However, this was just the change of agency – but the structural 
basis of social living was also changing. 
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Especially in the Nordic context, social security became the matter of rights 
in the 20th century. That was a change of the basis of defining the terms of social 
security. This was a central change also concerned with the gender system be-
cause previously such matters like social care, security and other matters of 
social responsibilities were understood primarily as the women’s unpaid task 
done in the private sphere, i.e. in the context of household. However, this 
change was not happening suddenly and it needed some foundation concerned 
with women’s social, political and socio-political role and the options for their 
participation. In Finland, some changes concerned with also these questions 
occurred at the turn of the 20th century. 
In this way, the emergence of social policy in its modern understanding is 
deeply linked with the questions of work. Nevertheless, if problematizing 
‘work’ and asking some questions about it (like: In which way ‘work’ is under-
stood in social and societal context?), also the themes of modern social policy 
will be explored in a new way. Then, mentioned contemporary social concerned 
questions which can be conceptualized with ‘production’ and ‘reproduction’ as 
well as ‘citizenship’, which is contextual, state-contextualized membership cat-
egory. Citizenship became also the basis of defining social rights during the 20th 
century Europe. This is based on viewpoints concerned with social, political 
and socio-political participation and inclusion and the definitions of related 
membership. 
Looking at power, as the matter of reproduction, we gain specific infor-
mation on the consequences of gender and gender(ed) system(s) and the ways 
of organizing, constructing and reconstructing care, social security and other 
matters of social responsibilities. Power is both a matter of everyday lives and a 
matter of politics. In that way, social policy is building bridges to understanding 
social encounters – and it is revealing issues of the integrity of relations, conse-
quences and social processes. Care as a matter of reproduction is also a matter 
of gender system and then it is the matter of power – and then, it is the matter 
of politics.  
Here will be some interesting multidisciplinary points for political sciences 
also in the field of social policy. The view on social policy will be biased and 
reduced if the relations, interactions and contextual consequences of political, 
economic and social processes are not analyzed in a sufficientely opened per-
spective. Reproduction is the matter of power structures and the matter of so-
cial responsibilities. This duality, and the fact that reproduction – and social 
policy – are concerned the fundamental matters of human lives in social and 
societal context, is demanding sensitive approach for opening. 
 
A matter of politics and everyday living 
Reproduction is concerned both the matters of everyday lives, social processes, 
structures and power. It is a matter of social and political. Care as social duty 
and responsibility is deeply understood as women’s social duty: care, mainte-
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nance and other social tasks connected with social relations and reproduction 
are understood – even in modern societies – as women’s task. However, this has 
often been ‘taken as given’ without problematizing it. 
According to Anttonen (1989, 30) the works of reproduction done by wom-
en have been taken as the self-evident truth which is not viewed interesting in a 
theoretical way. Anttonen also discusses processes by which care and other 
expressions of social responsibilities became – little by little – matters of socio-
political discussion. (Anttonen 1989, 28–30.) They became seen matters of (so-
cial) rights in the context of defining political actors and in the field of social 
science they started to be problematized, i.e. opened with novel theoretical dis-
cussions. 
Care and other social responsibilities became the matters of societal lives 
and the matters of state-contextually organized politics and policies in the 20th 
century. Anttonen (1989, 31, 65; Anttonen 1997, 138) writes that the matter that 
care become the matter of state contextual policy194 is the key phase of the de-
velopment of social policy in the connection with the welfare state. However, 
the emergence of the welfare state and the social tasks of the state can not be 
explained and understood without understanding and explaining the changes 
of women’s societal position and the changes concerned the processes of organ-
izing reproduction (Anttonen 1989, 31). This is a remarkable shift in the context 
of social and political thoughts and ideas. 
Anttonen (1989, 48) defines that modern social policy was formed interface 
of ‘factory and family’, enabling the modern ways of living. This is a typical 
model: getting livelihood shifted to the specific places of work and work which 
remained to be done still in the context of household was not considered as 
work at all in this new sense. However, work done in the context of household – 
typically undertaken by women – has been problematized by feminist and later 
by gender researchers in the context of social science. (Liljeström 1986, 98, 101–
102.) 
The role of social policy concerned with producing and reproducing gen-
der system has been central (Anttonen 1989, 153). Modern social policy has also 
been interpreted as regulator of the modern way of living. According to 
Anttonen (1989, 120–121), reproduction is one of the most meaningful constitu-
tive elements of social cohesion. 
Everyday life and the context of everyday’s living has been a kind of so-
called blind spot also for social policy because of women’s hidden position in 
the humanities and social sciences. Thus, the spheres of reproduction and their 
meaning for the social and societal entirety have been neglected. However, the 
conceptual usage of ‘everyday’s life’ as everyday matter will not be possible any 
more: it is a matter of a complex problematique concerned with basis, premises, 
causes and consequences of the definitions of ‘everyday’s life’ and the impacts 
                                                   
194In Finnish: hoivan yhteiskunnallistuminen ja valtiollistuminen (see for ex. Anttonen 1997, 138).  
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of these definitions. (Julkunen 1986.) However, the structures of everyday lives 
are a central matter of social policy. 
 
Public and private – Encounters on the borderlines of other?195 
Questions of defining and organizing social responsibilities are connected with 
defining spheres of public and private. A typical way of defining the thematic of 
public and private is viewing them as metaphorical description of place and 
produced order. Public and private is a typical conceptualization based on the 
logic of dualism. In that case, phenomena and places are described with dichot-
omy which is typically viewed as (at least) metaphorical opposites. (Julkunen 
1995b, 203.) Public and private are defined contextually, and their metaphorical 
limits are also defined contextually. However, borderlines are matters of separa-
tion – but also of establishing connections (Löytty 2005a (ed.). 
Nevertheless, making rough definitions concerned with spatial limits be-
tween public and private will be problematic. These definitions are producing 
spatial order but their spatial definition is separated (Julkunen 1995b, 204; 
Julkunen 1995a, 20–27). Public and private are not some definitions taken as 
given but they are getting different contextual meanings in different times and 
places. Definitions of public and private are connected not only with place but 
they are also connected in time and space. However, these spheres are connect-
ed in many ways – they are not following a dualistic pattern, each independent-
ly constituted on its own; rather, it is important to understand them as contex-
tual interactive communication and interaction. (Julkunen 1995b, 204, passim.) 
Typical for modern social and political thinking is, on the one hand, the 
aim to structure institutions, places and arenas with conceptualizations of pub-
lic and private (Julkunen 1995a, 15; Hall & Held & McLennan 1992, 3). On the 
other hand, separating public and private spheres and politicizing these differ-
ences is not, of course, typical not only for the modern era. Thus, defining the 
metaphorical limits of public and private is connected more generally to the 
questions of inclusion and participation. Ancient polities and their terms of 
political agency and inclusion can be mentioned as example. (See Julkunen 
1995a, 15; Rantalaiho 1994; Anttonen 1997, 171–172; Kuusela 2006, 27–28.) In 
ancient Greek, economy (oikonomia) referred conceptually to household. Dimen-
sions and spheres of politics and economy were defined separated: Political was 
viewed as field of public agency whilst economy was denoted to be private. 
Public space, place, sphere and agency with their modern meanings were 
constructed since the 19th century (Kantola 2001b, 17; Kantola 2011c, 179; Hall & 
Held & McLennan 1992, 3). Modernity was referring to shifting relations con-
cerned with the way of defining public and private. Public became a kind of 
common, socially shared space of modernizing European societies, as Kantola 
(2011b, 18) states. That common space was defined mostly with reference to the 
                                                   
195A border can be also a metaphor of encountering (Löytty 2005a, 20). 
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nation state as it had been defined during the 20th century (Kantola 2011b, 18). 
(On relations between public, publicity and individualization, Kangaspunta 
2011, 19.) 
Defining public and private spheres is typically connected with defining 
political (for ex. McAfee 2000, 79–125, passim; Palonen 2008, 200–203, 215; 
Keränen 1995). According to Palonen (Palonen 1997; Palonen 2003a&b; Palonen 
2008.), one way of approaching politics is the way which is not expecting poli-
tics to be something expected, i.e. stating politics to be something with some 
particular attributes. This will enable contextual analyses and contextually sen-
sitive approaching. 
Julkunen (1995b) problematizes the modern way of defining public and 
private. She states that the private will not be insignificant in political, adminis-
trative and social sense because a common, socially shared reality is constructed 
distinctively by internecine connections. (Julkunen 1995b, 213; on global aspects 
of internecine connections, for ex. Hannerz 2003, 213, passim; ‘the split subject 
in the public sphere’, McAfee 2000, 102–125.) However, even as spatial meta-
phor, public and private are not only one-dimensional dichotomies. 
Rahikainen (1991) discusses the matters of experiencing and conceptualiz-
ing societal and social changes. She (1991, 13–14) writes about insidiousness of 
the concept of the way of living [mode de vie]. She states there is the danger that 
societal phenomena are projected to individual problems or problems of partic-
ular individuals’. That kind of way of thinking comes near to the idea that soci-
etal phenomena like social problems are viewed as ‘the wrong way of living’ 
caused by wrong personal choices196. (Rahikainen 1991, 13–14, see also p. 33–35, 
53–55, 99; Bäckman & Stenman 2004, 25–30; Hortulanus & Machielse 2006; van 
Ewijk 2010, 90–115.) 
On public and private spheres in the turn of the 20th century 
Contextual views of work and work organization, care and caring work were 
problematized along with social and societal changes in the turn of the 20th cen-
tury. Social encounters of public and private are also concerned with expressing 
which become explicit in words and practices. According to Stenius (1999), the 
frames of public socio-political discussion were limited for a long time in Fin-
land and in other European countries, too. Typical places for public discussion 
were formed in the form of associations, publishers and university at the time 
of the emergence of civil society in Finland. (Stenius 1999, 151–152, passim; 
Stenius 1989, 54, passim; Julkunen 1995a, 28. Appendix 3.) The typical features 
of public discussions in Finland at that time were, according to Stenius (1999, 
159–160), the dominance of Fennomania, a process of nation building as educa-
                                                   
196Otherness can be used as conceptual method concerned deconstructing of essentializing which is 
made because of individualizing social questions (i.e. projecting social questions as essentialized 
matters of particular individuals or groups). 
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tional matter and the presence of questions concerned with power and politics. 
(Stenius 1999, 159–160; Klinge 1977. Appendix 3.) 
Social responsibilities and gender system 
According to Markkola (2002, 11), questions of social responsibilities were con-
nected with outlooks on gender relations and giving meaning to gender in the 
context of nation building. (Markkola 2002, 11; see also Parente-Čapková 2004; 
Anttonen 1997, 166.) Markkola (2002, 32) writes about the ideological frame-
works of interpreting spheres of public and private, viewing women’s position 
just in the private sphere (see also Sulkunen 1989; Anttonen 1997; on contempo-
rary discussions concerned with moral questions and reform agencies, see more 
Markkola 2002, 165–276, 330–370).  
Ideas of previously typical orders of the household197 became problema-
tized in the late half of the 19th century. Women’s social and societal roles and 
the spheres of agency were widely reflected198. One of the central concepts con-
cerned women’s social agencies in societal spheres was calling and the for-
mation of social work inspired by Christianity was one of the expressions of a 
new agency. (Markkola 2002, 32.) 
According to Anttonen (1997, 71), connections with the private sphere and 
its shifts have not been taking into account in the connection with the emer-
gence of social policy within its modern meanings. Theories have neglected, 
according to Anttonen (1997, 71), changes in women’s social and societal posi-
tion. However, contemporary social, political and socio-political changes are 
essential for both the emergence of modern social policy and for understanding 
nowadays’ social policy and its problems. 
Social work on the borderline of public and private in the turn of the 
20th century 
Individual and collective questions concerned with the construction of the 
worldview were encountered in many ways in connection with questions about 
social responsibilities in the turn of the 20th century. Social work inspired by 
Christianity, for example, was orientating to make religion visible via social 
work (Markkola 2002, 52–57, 105). (See also Alapuro 1977.) Social work was 
understood as formation of novel social and societal practices and it also meant 
the formation of women’s societal agency in tandem. Social work became also a 
profession. (Markkola 2002, 57–61, passim. See also Rantalaiho 1994; Satka 
1995.) This was also an expression of the new ways of reflecting and responding 
to the need of the (re)production of social security. Social responsibilities were 
                                                   
197In Finnish: huonekunta-ajattelu. See also for ex. Heikkilä & Seppo 1989, 75–76; Markkola 2002; 
Sulkunen 1989. 
198Markkola (2002, 205) crystallizes that women chose literature, esp. fiction as their device of public 
expressing in the turn of the 20th century because women’s agency in public space was problemat-
ic. See Anttonen 1997, 19; Parente-Čapková 2004. 
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viewed with novel actors and agencies – and they were also producing those 
new ideas and practices. 
One of the so-called objects of social work had been workers in the turn of 
the 20th century. However, social work had also dealing with other groups. One 
of the groups had been children and young people. Social work focused on 
matters of children and youth by organizing maintenance and establishing 
school activities. Another field of agency was work in institutions (like mental 
institutions) and social work related to health care. (Markkola 2002, 362–363. 
Also Anttonen 1997, 179, passim.) 
A group of objects in social work were also the so-called threatened and 
fallen people. ‘Threatened people’ had been an expression referring to people 
who were long way from home, like migrants and sailors. ‘Fallen people’ re-
ferred to a complex, not uniform group: in this category were included for ex-
ample young women who moved into the city or even released prisoners. Ac-
tivities by social work were typically to include them into work activities or to 
provide safe houses. Social work was undertaken by different practices and 
social work was approaching these groups in different ways. (Markkola 2002, 
362–363. Also Anttonen 1997, 179, passim.) 
The forming of social work in the turn of the 20th century was both ex-
pressed and formed by new civic and social agencies. Social work became also a 
professional field. In the turn of the 20th century, social agencies shifted to other 
realms. Women’s social activities became more and more visible and it got new 
expressions along with the encountered social changes. Calling was a central 
matter concerned the ways of defining women’s agency in the arenas of public 
sphere (Markkola 2002, 29, 32–33; also for ex. van Ewijk 2010, 140–151; Satka 
1995; Rantalaiho 1994). According to Markkola (2002, 49), social work inspired 
by Christianity reflected also changes of worldview. Those changes were influ-
enced for example by revivalist movements. Views of the world were changing 
and this was also influencing the way of organizing social responsibilities. 
(Markkola 2002, 49; see also Siltala 1996, 140–143; Haapala 1989, 114–115; 
Mikkola 2009, 181–183.) 
The roots of social work are found in social and societal changes occurring 
at the turn of the 20th century. Karvinen-Niinikoski (2009, 131) interprets social 
work in the context of theory of modernization by stating that the basis of the 
beginning of social work was the questions of modernization and social work 
became institutionalized by establishing a modern division of work (see also for 
ex. Payne 2005, 4, 15–17; Soydan 1999; Satka 1995; Heiskala 1997, 19; on concep-
tualization, theories and the roots of social work, van Ewijk 2010, 60–89). In this 
context, social work can be defined as the modern profession and a profession 
of modernisation (Karvinen-Niinikoski 2009, 131; Payne 2005, 4, 15–16, passim). 
However, social work has a specific ethical responsibility, being employed 
by (re)producing welfare. (Pehkonen & Väänänen-Fomin 2011, 7; on social work 
as the realizer of welfare ethics, Niemelä 2011; on social ethics, Hämäläinen 
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1993, 38–45, passim; on social ethics in modern society, Hämäläinen 1993, 42–43; 
on responsibilities, Bäckman & Stenman 2004, 3; Satka 1995. On the profession-
alization of social work and organizing the specific modern societal agency, 
Satka 1995.) However, ethics is reflecting remarkable conceptually changes con-
cerned with the understanding of the social world and the way in which it is 
structured (Miettinen 2010, 155). 
According to Payne (2005, 4), forming of social work can be viewed as so-
cial organization of modern or a modern way of organizing social. Forming this 
organization is a matter of looking for answers on the questions about modern 
state agency and the ways of defining social responsibilities and the state as 
actor. (Payne 2005, 4; Ewijk 2010, 1–2, passim). Formation of modern profes-
sions is deeply linked with the production of information, especially research-
based information and knowledge (Payne 2005, 4; van Ewijk 2010, 140–151). 
On thematic of care and maintenance: women’s (unpaid) work and 
social task? 
Thematic of care as the matter of defined limits of public and private responsi-
bilities opens viewpoints on the relations concerned social responsibilities be-
tween individual and collective. The question of care can be viewed with vari-
ous value based premises, ideological outlooks and theoretical assumptions. 
Practices of care and (re)production of social responsibilities are always topical 
matters of social and political ideas and practices. They were about new ways of 
viewing and organizing the social at the turn of the 20th century. Those ways 
were connected with changing contemporary social and political agency. (See 
also for ex. Parente-Čapková 2004.) These changes were connected with the 
changing ideas of gender system 
Care is typically defined as women’s social task and care as work is typical-
ly comparatively invisible or at least hidden in a wider societal context and 
discussions (see for ex. Julkunen 1995a, 17–18; Anttonen 1997, 110–141, passim).  
(On care as the concept of social and political thinking (especially in the 20th 
century), Anttonen 1997, 138–141; on care as invisible welfare work, Anttonen 
1997, 110–141.) 
The definitions of work have not just a rhetoric role and meaning but they 
are connected with a broad societal context of work: duties, responsibilities and 
the division of labour, i.e. work is referring to different meanings and getting 
various contextual effects (Rauhala 1981, 257). The discussion of the social 
division of labour and process of production and socio-cultural reproduction 
are connected with the questions of the gender system (Kent 2012, 40, passim). 
As Liljeström (1986, 85) states, the division of work is both separating and 
connecting together. This may reflect the problem of work in general. Although 
women’s participation in the field of salary-based work became more general, 
the so-called nature-based or -rooted division of work between genders 
remaind unchanged – this can even be said untill the 1960s (Rauhala 1981, 254). 
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However, the definition concerned the so-called nature-based ideas of the 
division of work were reflecting the ideology of separate spheres. 
The social situation was that, despite all the social changes and even ’turn-
ing points’ since the turn of the 20th century. Women’s work is typically concep-
tualized as ‘invisible work’ (for ex. Rauhala 1981, 256). If one wants to interpret 
it in a wider sense, it could be viewed as a reflection from the classical economy 
theory and ‘invisible hand’, referring not to the women’s dominance in the 
fields of economy but to the private sphere of actions and hence to the defined 
position of ‘woman’s place’ in the spheres of home and the private. Hence, the 
classical economic theory is – more or less implicit – bearing meanings and 
connotations also about women’s social and societal positions. 
When viewing and defining work undertaken by women as the so called 
invisible, views are discussing the thematic of care and maintenance as well as 
women’s social and societal positions or positioning. Thus, they are discussing 
agency and the process of constructing social and societal structures. Invisible 
work can also refer to the demand to make what is invisible in the future (more) 
visible, not leaving it into the areas of a social blind spot.  
Spheres of activity and work 
Kymlicka (2002, 386) contends that division of labour in the context of house-
holds is one of the key matters of equality in the realm of gender and gendered 
work. The other key aspect is concerned with the relations between responsibil-
ities in family, work and society. (Kymlicka 2002, 386. Also Rantalaiho 1986b, 
30–31.) Thus, viewing the division of work in the context of the household as 
key matters concerned relations in society is also tabling questions towards 
social policy and its orientation.  
However, it is reasonable to argue that the basic premises of the gender re-
lation include the spheres of agency. The matters of actors shifted in the turn of 
the 20th century. Thus, the beginnings of modern social policy are rooted with 
the questions of work, which was actually also a matter of the gender system, 
socio-political inclusion and participation. When political and socio-political 
agency encountered novel openings – with new forms of representation, voting 
and other things – were the previously typical frames of producing social secu-
rity and participation changed gradually. However, the question of work was 
also the question of the gender system and the spheres of agency. 
However, the spheres or dimensions of agency were shifting in the turn of 
the 20th century – and this was remarkable concerned women’s role as societal 
actors and social participation. The spheres of public and private provided new 
perspectives: problematic concerned public and private as the definitions con-
cerned the spheres of agency and social participation are some of the key as-
pects problematized by feminist research (on public and private as the matter of 
feminism in general, for ex. Kymlicka 2002, 386–388). However, just these mat-
ters – i.e. the spheres of agency – became problematized in the turn of the 20th 
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century when previously typical ways of producing social security, constructing 
political participation or continuing production process shifted. Thus, the mat-
ters of social responsibilities, women’s social and societal agency and gender 
(system) relations in societal context were problematized in the turn of the 20th 
century. They are connected with the emergence of social policy within its mod-
ern meanings. This can be conceptualized with reference to ‘reproduction’. 
 
5.2 CITIZENSHIP AS THE SOCIO-POLITICAL CATEGORY 
OF MEMBERSHIP 
Citizenship199 and discussions about citizenship are topical matters of current 
social, political and socio-political discussion. Citizenship and the ways of de-
fining the terms of it are very topical matters of current socio-political agendas. 
(See for ex. Kuusela 2006, 26–27, 33, 49.) Conceptual and practical roots and 
routes of viewing citizenship (in a way it is viewed) nowadays can be found in 
the turn of the 20th century. Citizenship became a conceptual way of defining 
social, political and socio-political membership, belonging and inclusion during 
the 20th century. The polity or the place of socio-political belonging was defined 
within the context of and reference to the state, especially with an epithet ‘na-
tion’. 
 
5.2.1 The way of social belonging 
Citizenship was formulated within the framework of new concepts in the turn 
of the 20th century and during the 20th century. The dimensions of citizenship 
were defined distinctively in the jargon of social policy and discussions about 
the relations – including the relations of social responsibilities – between collec-
tive and individual. Citizenship has been viewed even as the key concept of the 
social and political thinking in the 20th century, especially in the late of the 20th 
century (for ex. Anttonen 1997, 20, 142–143.) Something essential occured con-
cerned the organization and understanding of relations between individual and 
collective in relation to social policy in the turn of the 20th century. This is also 
connected widely with the modern way of defining the context of relations be-
tween individual and collective agencies, participation and activities. 
Citizenship is bearing historical layers and contextual semantics (typical fea-
tures of the concepts of social and political jargon). The contextual observation 
will open viewpoints of the bases of its definitions (Kuusela & Saastamoinen 
                                                   
199On conceptual layers and vocabulary premises of citizenship, Palonen 2003a, 581–585; Sulkunen 
1989, 169–172, passim. See also Satka 1995, 12–30, passim; Peltonen 1989, 10. On theories 
concerned citizenship and politics and processes of constructing identity, Kymlicka 2002, 284–376; 
Poole 1999. On discussions concerned citizenship, also Peltonen 1989, 10, passim. 
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2006, 15–16). The ideas and ideals of citizenship are defined contextually (van 
Ewijk 2010, 27–28)200. 
Historical roots of the citizenship in its state-oriented definition: the 
city-citizenship 
The citizen, literally the inhabitant of a citadel and then a city, was originally a per-
son who enjoyed the full rights of membership of a city-state. (Meehan 1993, 17.) 
 
Membership in a city, which based rights in the city-contextual frame, is typical-
ly viewed as the historical root and the conceptual precursor of the state contex-
tual citizenship. The expressions of citizenship are denoted to that (in French 
(citoyen), in German (Staatbürger) and in English (citizen)). (Saukkonen 2007, 
61; Kuusela & Saastamoinen 2006, 15.) 
As the concept of social and political thinking, the roots of the concept of 
citizen(ship) are extended to the ancient Greece. Then, the city-state citizenship 
meant the membership and inclusiveness of political activities in the context of 
polis. The membership was organized, limited and built with specific condi-
tions. (Jacobson Pettersson & van Ewijk 2010, 45–48; Kuusela 2006, 27–28; see 
also Anttonen 1997, 171–172; Kuusela & Saastamoinen 2006, 14–15; Meehan 
1993, 1–17, passim.) 
The political membership and participation of ‘polis’ were exclusive – lim-
ited to men. Women did not have political rights, i.e. no rights for participation 
in the public – socio-politically shared – debates. Thus, women didn’t have citi-
zenship, which was the basis of public membership of that socio-political com-
munity. Politics had been viewed as men’s arena in the field of public agency 
while women’s duty was limited on the sphere of the private household. (Kent 
2012, 12.) However, the political agency was limited – and it was gendered: the 
norms, the rules and the terms of that political system were based on gender. 
Politics was viewed as matter of male agency and polis was viewed and 
defined as the arena of masculinity. (Kent 2012, 12.) In the Greece of antiquity, 
the private was viewed as sphere of economic – and also social interaction 
(Meehan 1993, 17). The social and economic sphere were encountered in the 
private sphere while the public sphere was viewed for political activities. 
(Meehan 1993, 17.) 
However, citizenship and the ways of political inclusion are not shifted as 
such in time and between places but they are getting their contextual forms and 
ways in time and place with social, political and economic interactions and 
ways of viewing human, interactions and world. (About the ways of unen-
dorsed political features, Meehan 1993, 25.) 
                                                   
200On citizenship as contextual activity and the idea of (the ideal) citizenship as the active citizen as 
contextual term, van Ewijk 2010, 27–29; Jacobson Pettersson & van Ewijk 2010, 57–58; 
Saastamoinen 2006. 
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Defining and redefining citizenship is neither happening with teleological 
tendencies nor have oversimplified lines of continuing without possibilities of 
re-thinking (Kuusela & Saastamoinen 2006, 15). Re-thinking may consider, for 
example, the contextual terms of the conditions of citizenship. 
Hence, how citizenship is defined; what are the premises and the terms of 
the definitions, i.e. what is defined as conditions of contextual socio-political 
membership and inclusiveness? Nevertheless, citizenship can be problematic – 
or at least further problematized – from the viewpoint of the (re)construction 
process of the individual’s (social) identity and the relations between individual 
and collective (agency) (McAfee 2000. See also for ex. Saastamoinen & Kuusela 
2006). In the turn of the 20th century, these questions were reflected in the con-
text of state building. 
 
Socio-political belonging and the novel frames of belonging 
State contextual citizenship is one of the key concepts of social and political 
jargon in the 20th century. In the 19th century and in the turn of the 20th century, 
contemporary writers discussed not only about ‘the matter of workers’201 (as 
Yrjö-Koskinen (2001 (1874)) states) but also about ‘religious matter’ and ‘matter 
of schooling’ – and the matters of state and nationality. Yrjö-Koskinen (2001 
(1874), 56) stated that the matter of nationality had a central role in contempo-
rary discussion. He linked it with the questions of social and educational mat-
ters (Yrjö-Koskinen 2001 (1874), 56–57, 65; on the discussions about educational 
matters, see also Ehrnrooth 2001 (1912), 161–162). This was typical for the per-
spective put forward by Fennomania (see Appendix 3).  
However, Yrjö-Koskinen (2001 (1874)), one of the core contemporary writ-
ers about ‘the matter of workers’ of the time, stated that also the matters of state 
and nationality are gaining an increasingly specific role in social and political 
jargon. Yrjö-Koskinen (2001 (1874)) focused especially on the Finnish situation 
but observed the changes in other European countries. Hence, the matter of 
state was, according to Yrjö-Koskinen (2001 (1874), 56), related to questions of 
regular participation into the legislative process: the matter of state is the matter 
of rights (Yrjö-Koskinen 2001 (1874), 56). He emphasized that these matters – as 
well as the matter of workers – were not so topical in Finland, but, he stated 
that they nevertheless might be. Yrjö-Koskinen (2001 (1874), 56) viewed the 
matter of nationality as very common question. This is, of course, typical for the 
ideas of Fennomania, but it may also be reflecting some more general aspects of 
social and political thinking in the turn of the 20th century. However, questions 
of nation and nationality became societal matters and the matters of socio-
political jargon in novel way in the turn of the 20th century. 
State contextual citizenship became viewed as the definitional basis of par-
ticipation and inclusion in the context of the state, especially in the context of 
                                                   
201In Finnish: ’työväenseikka’ (Yrjö-Koskinen 2001 (1874)). 
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the nation state. This was a major change concerned social and political belong-
ing and the way how socio-political belonging and membership were defined. 
The way of defining and (re)constructing the socio-political membership is in-
fluencing the way how social security is produced and what the relevant terms 
and conditions are. Social security is the matter of social responsibilities and it 
is also the matter of social belonging and social limits. 
Gender and power are also a matter of nation and state building. Gender is 
a way of organizing power and gender system is an expression of power rela-
tions. (Kent 2012, 112, passim.) 
 
Towards a modern state: Welfare-state 
Classical definition of the welfare state202 entails a growing responsibility of 
individuals and their welfare carried by public agency, i.e. by state (for ex. 
Kuhnle 1981, 399–400 (opening of polity); on the definition, Anttonen 1997, 210; 
on welfare state from problematizing viewpoint of public and private, Julkunen 
1995a, 24–27; Julkunen 1995b; Kuusela & Saastamoinen 2006, 21–22). Conceptu-
ally, welfare state refers typically to a wide understanding of social policy and 
the fact that it is organized by the state of with reference to the state (Béland 
2011). Riihinen (2007, 1) defines the welfare state as historical compromise be-
tween individual and collective; he states that freedom and security have specif-
ic connotations based on a specific value basis. 
The phases of forming the modern welfare state are central part of the his-
tory of modernization in Europe (Hentilä et al. 2002, 311; Castel 2007, 23). ‘Wel-
fare state’ is a key concept of social and political jargon in the 20th century and 
in the 21st century. However, it is typical for all the concepts of social and politi-
cal jargon, i.e. also for welfare state, that there are multiple meanings, different 
orientations concerned with them. However, understanding of the welfare state 
is reconstructed in connection with other immediate concepts (on contextual 
problematic and conceptualization, Béland 2011). 
Béland (2011) states that it is typical for the key concepts of social policy, 
like that of the welfare state, is a kind of vagueness and problematic. Béland 
opens it by focusing on the context of the United States and France with key 
concepts of social policy, which he defines as social security (sécurité sociale) 
and welfare state (État-providence). One of the controversial connections con-
cerns specifically state as context. Another problem concerns agency and the 
limitations when viewed only at state actions. (Béland 2011.) 
However, as Julkunen (1995b, 204) states, the welfare state is not ‘a mono-
lith’ but it is constructed with many arenas which could cause internal tensions 
and contradictions. Julkunen (1995b, 204) defines – with narrative description – 
welfare state as an entirety of stories told from many points of view. The di-
                                                   
202Nordic comparising, Pulma 2006; Eliassen 1981; Korpi 1981, 308, passim; Rokkan 1981; Elvander 
1981. See also Rantalaiho 1994; Anttonen 1997, 201. 
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mensions of public and private are central definitional basis of welfare state and 
its limits. (Julkunen 1995b, 204.) This is connected with definitions of arenas 
and places doing politics and it concerns with the way in which these arenas are 
interacting contextually. Defining public and private is also concerned the way 
of defining individual and collective agency. This is remarkably concerned with 
questions of organizing social responsibilities. 
State contextual organizing of social responsibilities became typical attrib-
ute for social and political ideas and practices of the 20th century (Bäckman & 
Stenman 2004; see also Kuhnle 1981). (On the thematic of state and society, 
Orloff 2005, 205, passim; Rantalaiho 1994, 19–20.) The state, especially the na-
tion state was viewed as the context of political and social inclusion, participa-
tion and membership during the 20th century. The membership of that particu-
lar polity – citizenship as belonging to a nation-state became a key part of form-
ing socio-political inclusion in modern society. (Kantola 2011b, 19; Kuusela & 
Saastamoinen 2006, 23–24.) 
During the 20th century, social tasks and duties of the state were central 
matters of social and political discussion. State as the representing body of pub-
lic agency was viewed as the main subject and subjective actor of social policy. 
However, the question about social tasks of state is historically remarkable from 
the viewpoint of state philosophy and concerned matters of state as the concept 
of social and political jargon. 
However, the state as actor related to social tasks and duties in the field of 
social policy was problematic in many ways in the turn of the 20th century. So-
cial policy was one of the central questions which evoked ideological outlooks 
in Finland from the 1880s to the general strike in 1905. Pulma (1999, 179) states 
that there the policy by the Old Finnish Party (vanhasuomalaiset) emphasized 
the state as patriarchal power but had been rejected by liberalist ideas. Howev-
er, it had also been rejected by the Young Finnish Party (nuorsuomalaiset) and 
by the labour movement organized in the way by Wright: they found common 
ideas on social reformism. (Pulma 1999, 179; Alapuro 1999, 229–235. See also 
Hellsten 2009, 18–19.)  
Key aspects of liberalism concerned social policy were approaching phe-
nomena defined as social problems with the agency of civil society. Thus, they 
emphasized agency without state agency. They actually suggested that if the 
state operates in those fields or arenas, it is question about politicization. 
(Pulma 1999, 180–181. On politicization of association agency and the features 
of politicization, Sulkunen 1989, 171–172.) 
Social policy was organized and also problematized in relation to other 
contemporary questions in the turn of the 20th century. According to Pulma 
(1999, 180), the viewpoint of approaching social questions just in the context of 
civil society had been problematized in Finland during the years of oppression: 
both the questions of a landed property and the questions of work became con-
nected to self-defence of the state. However, the viewpoints of social policy and 
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power relations were established on a new basis along with the parliament re-
form (1906): politicization, i.e. a new way of policy-making was part of it. 
(Pulma 1999, 180–181; Hellsten 2009, 19.) 
 
State and citizenship? 
Meehan (1993, 4–5) reflects the relations between state and citizenship, and 
looks at the nation state as context for citizenship as the modern membership 
category of social belonging. She highlights citizenship as the matter of rights 
(Meehan 1993). I.e. citizenship as the category of socio-political inclusion and 
membership is also constructing the framework of agency and belonging. It is 
also constructing the particular polity, i.e. the context of political agency and 
actors. Thus, as the socio-political field of activity, it is also shaping and forming 
the ways of viewing, reflecting and organizing social security systems and ser-
vices. However, citizenship as the basis of social and political rights is one of the 
key conceptualizations – and realizations – in social and political ideas and 
practices in the 20th century. Social and political rights are also the matters of 
rights concerned welfare (Meehan 1993, 5).  
The emergence of social policy in the context of the development of the 
state is conceptualized by ‘free working-class man’ and with the spheres of re-
production. (Anttonen 1989, 46.) However, women’s participation into the field 
of paid work has been interpreted as being concerned with social responsibili-
ties and reproduction. (Anttonen 1989, 47.) Questions of producing and repro-
ducing care have been a matter of social and political discussion since the 19th 
century: it had been women who raised questions of care and collective respon-
sibilities in public discussions of those times. (Anttonen 1989, 47.) 
Citizenship in this perspective has been an essential element of defining 
social rights and responsibilities, inclusiveness and lives in European societies 
of the 20th century. (For ex. Anttonen 1997, 143; Saastamoinen & Kuusela 2006, 
145–146.) This can be interpreted as the conceptual shift from very local, imme-
diate (face to face) group-based membership towards state contextual member-
ship where the members of that polity won’t know each other personally. How-
ever, earlier citizenship referred to inclusion into local contexts, typically those 
of cities. Thus, citizenship – as the definitive category of political and socio-
political inclusion, participation and membership – has shifted conceptually 
from local, city contextual level to state context. Thus, what are the conditions 
and definitional references of citizenship in the era of global politics? 203 
 
Now: Sense of global belonging 
Meehan (1993, 8–9) discusses the so called globalization of citizenship. This 
refers to the discussions and theoretical assumptions concerned the forms – and 
possibilities – of novel social, political and socio-political belonging and inclu-
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siveness in a global context. Thus, what is meant with ‘citizenship’? What is a 
matter of ‘being a citizen’? What are conditions of citizenship and what are the 
premises of an ideal citizen? What about global citizenship and its possibilities? 
Social policy in socio-political polity 
Observing social policy in the light of the model proposed by Palonen (2003b, 
470), social policy can be defined as operative, practical expression of lines of 
politics in particular (political) space. This will also explain the matter why 
social policy is defined typically as practical matters and why, for example, the 
early versions of modern social policy are so much defined by practical per-
spectives. However, social policy is practical expression of politics – but when 
we look at practices (social, societal, political) as the carriers and producers of 
socially shared meanings, social policy cannot be reduced to some concrete 
procedures within society. It is about practical reflections of worldview and it is 
about practical information concerned with outlooks on human existence, social 
relations and being in time. More in general, social policy is reflecting values 
and their contextual expressions, and thus it is telling about how people are 
treating others. 
5.2.2 Political rights and social belonging – towards the rights based 
social inclusion 
Classical theories on citizenship 
In T.H. Marshall’s already classical theory of citizenship, he views it as the ques-
tion that is concerned with the legal basis, wherein organizing relations be-
tween individual and collective play an essential role. Marshall’s theory of citi-
zenship views three phases of formations of citizenship and the phases are 
viewed in a linear fashion. According to Marshall, the beginnings of construct-
ing the rights of citizenship (civil rights) can be timed in the 18th century, when 
discussions about political philosophy on the individual’s right in relation with 
collective agency began. (Marshall 1996; Riihinen 2007; Johansson s.a.; Julkunen 
1995a, 16–18; Jacobson Pettersson & van Ewijk 2010, 45, 49–53. See also Saarinen 
1994: Kuusela 2006, 38; Anttonen 1997, 160–165.) 
The theme was typically looked at with the concept of the rights of citizen-
ship. Marshall defines the 19th century and the beginning of the 20th century as 
the era of forming political rights. In those times, many of modern arenas and 
institutions of modern politics and political lives were shaped and formed. 
Those arenas and institutions still play an important role locally, globally and in 
the terms of the role and shape of the state; they are also enshrined in todays 
societies and the respective socio-political lives not only in terms of presenting 
historical roots and backgrounds but also in terms of playing an active part of 
the way to act and to define political and socio-political in todays debates. 
(Marshall 1996; Riihinen 2007; Johansson s.a.; Julkunen 1995a, 16–18; Jacobson 
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Pettersson & van Ewijk 2010, 45, 49–53. See also Saarinen 1994: Kuusela 2006, 
38; Anttonen 1997, 160–165.) 
Marshall (1996) theorizes and approaches the 20th century as the era of 
forming and defining [modern] social rights. Social rights – i.e. the social rights 
and responsibilities with legal basis – and the carriers and the context of the 
social responsibilities obtained new meanings in the 20th century. Hence, the 
rights of citizenship and political and social rights are defined – according to 
Marshall’s theory – as modern rights citizens’ have in relation to the state. These 
rights are defined in the context of the state. These rights of citizenship were 
outlined both the especially state contextual relations between individual and 
collective and also the position of (the) individual in the social and political 
thinking and practices in the 20th century. (Marshall 1996; Riihinen 2007; 
Bäckman & Stenman 2004, 7. See also for ex. Julkunen 1995a, 16–18; Bottomore 
1996; Johansson s.a.; Saastamoinen & Kuusela 2006, 139, 140–142; Jacobson 
Pettersson & van Ewijk 2010, 45, 49–53; Meehan 1993, 26.) 
 
Problems of conceptualizing citizenship 
Carole Pateman has stated the critical evaluation, with feminist orientation, on 
the classic conception of citizenship. Pateman views citizenship and the process 
of constructing and defining the citizenship from the outlook of social and soci-
etal division of work, i.e. especially from the viewpoint on the matters of pro-
duction and reproduction. (On research discussion concerned this and on 
comments about Pateman’s theory, Julkunen 1995a, 17; Anttonen 1997, 146–151, 
156–173, 184.) However, according to Kymlicka (2002, 377), feminist political 
theory is versatile concerned with both, ‘premises and conclusions’. 
Constructing the systems of modern social policy and constructing the 
modern socio-political institutions had been based on the position of paid work. 
The foundation was common and shared in many European countries. (Rahi-
kainen 1991, 13, 48; Skocpol & Ritter 1991; Jacobson Pettersson & van Ewijk 
2010, 52–53; Julkunen 1995a, 209–210; Anttonen 1997, 73, 110–175, 189–190, 201, 
209; Rantalaiho 1994). The discussion is reflected the conceptual dimensions of 
citizenship by problematizing paid and unpaid work. (On caring and citizen-
ship, Anttonen 1997, 130–131, 202.) 
According to Pateman, defining care and caring as women’s duty and so-
cial responsibility is problematic in the context of the societal division of work, 
especially when citizenship is defined typically and distinctively on the basis of 
participation in paid work (see Julkunen 1995a, 17). Social rights are an essential 
element concerned with discussions and definitions about citizenship from the 
viewpoint of social policy (Anttonen 1997, 144; Bäckman & Stenman 2004, 7. On 
constructing social citizenship, Satka 1995). Contextual problematic of politics 
and the contextual conditions of the meetings of economy and politics as well 
as social and political are relevant in their relation to social policy especially 
because the ways they encounter (or miss to encounter) are influencing the or-
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ganization of social agencies and the relation of individual and collectivity in 
the societal context. (On politics and citizenship, McAfee 2000, 1–20.) 
Ideas of ideals 
Defining citizenship is concerned with ideas, ideals and virtues. (Kymlicka 
(2002, 287–288) discusses the virtues and the ways of being a democratic citizen 
(see also Kymlicka 2002, 287–299). He refers to Galstons204 crystallization con-
cerned both general and more specific virtues (social, economic, political) of 
being a citizen. According to Kymlicka (2002, 289), public reasonableness is one 
of the main political virtues. Care is one of the key matters of civic virtues also 
concerned with relations between individual and collectivity. (Held 2006.) 
However, citizenship was constructed as basis of social, political and socio-
political rights and responsibilities in the European states during the 20th centu-
ry (esp. after WWII) (Kymlicka 2002, 327). Civic virtues and participation in 
political activities were viewed as the foundation of citizenship. However, the 
limits of defining the ideals of citizenship became problematized in many ways, 
for example by politics of difference, multiculturalism or identity politics 
(Kymlicka 2002, 327, 368). Multiculturalism, for example, can be viewed in con-
nection with communitarism, liberal ideas and as the response to nation-
building (Kymlicka 2002, 336–347).  
Ideas of ideal citizenship are typically concerned with attributes like activi-
ty, participation and responsibilities. Thus, the frameworks, possibilities and 
resources concerned participating and being an active (citizen) are essential for 
research considerations. However, citizenship is concerned with questions of 
constructing identity and social relations between individual and collective 
agency. It is also the matter of political agency concerned with the ways of de-
fining the spheres and limits of public and private. 
Rokkan’s view on the state 
Rokkan (see for ex. 1987;1999;1981;1973;1970) structures the forming of modern 
state with four phases. According to Rokkan, the phases of forming modern 
states begin from (1) the phase of state as tax collector and military state. The 
second phase, is according to Rokkan (2) the context of nation state, on the basis 
of which the next phase is described as (3) the state based on political participa-
tion and democratic205 exercise of power. The next phase from the state which 
                                                   
204Galston, William 1991. Liberal purposes: Goods, Virtues, and Duties in the Liberal State. Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge. 
205On democracy, for ex. Held (1992, 40). Democracy can be approached, for ex., with the questions 
of possibilities to participate in the contexts state. It can be approached also concerned the ways 
how different individual and collective interests are disseminated. (Held 1992, 40; on idea of 
democracy and its connections to different viewpoints as well as their communication, Held 1992, 
41). Keränen (1995, 47–48), for ex., problematizes questions of democratization and modernization 
asking is it just a question about changing ways of controlling. Rahikainen (1991, 19, passim), for 
her part, discusses on problematic concerned control and inclusion. See also for ex. Kettunen 
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based on political participation and democracy, is defined as (4) social citizen-
ship in the context of welfare state. In that context, an individual person has 
social rights besides political rights. The emergence of welfare state is a key part 
of the European history of modernization. (See more Hentilä et al. 2002, 311; 
Kuusela & Saastamoinen 2006, 21–22; Castel 2007, 23.) 
Social rights and regulations – individual and collective meet in novel 
frames 
The dialog between Rokkan’s theory concerned with the construction of the 
modern state and Marshall’s theory on the building of the rights of citizenship 
opens a theoretical viewpoint to modernization and socio-political changes of 
European societies. According to Rokkan, the tasks, roles and meanings of the 
state were changing when shifting from the model of the state as tax collector 
and state with military power to the model of the state based on the ideology of 
national state. After that, this linear modeling proceeded to questions of politi-
cal rights, and this is the rendezvous of these theories (if even the previous 
phase, as the citizens of the national state?)). Marshall’s theory of political rights 
is encountered with the ideas of political participation expressed by Rokkan.  
Marshall defines the changes of particular political participation, agency 
and inclusive membership that occurred at the turn of the 20th century. The be-
ginnings of modern social policy can be found at that time, i.e. the questions of 
modern social policy were formed and became explicit in those days. Social 
rights are defined as the third phase of formation process in Marshall’s theory 
on the legally based citizenship. Rokkan structures in the theory of state mod-
ernization with four phases. According to Rokkan's theory, the genesis of social 
rights and the welfare state with social rights and benefits is disclosed as the 
specific phase in state-historical sense. 
A core question in both Marshall’s and Rokkan's, theories is a specific 
chronological linearity which, on the one hand, opens a temporal viewpoint. 
Nevertheless, on the other hand, in that case, contextual problematic can be 
hidden. The contextual problematic may be referred to as matter of breaks and 
temporal factors which are influencing the possibilities of citizenship and social, 
political and socio-political participation. However, as point of theoretical crys-
tallization they are opening ideas of modern, legal based citizenship in chrono-
logical linear observation which, naturally, allows an understanding of the his-
torical meaning of modern citizenship as category of social, political and socio-
political membership. Nevertheless, the (social) assignments, meanings and 
roles of the state could exist parallel – at least as contemporary but in different 
places (states). 
                                                                                                                            
1994, 30–31, passim. Questions about constructing the ways of controlling and belonging are 
connected with questions of democracy, social and political inclusion. Democratization is 
conceptually connected with questions of polity, i.e. the arenas, spheres and agencies of politics. 
See also Zinn & Taylor-Gooby 2006, 45; Levinas 1996, 70–71;  McAfee 2000, 127–191. 
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However, the viewpoints for both the theory of the modernization of the 
state and the formation of legally founded citizenship can be opened for exam-
ple by employing the model of the dimensions of politics (Palonen 2003b, 470, 
passim). In that case, towards two dimensions, i.e. the construction of the mod-
ern state and the topic of citizenship is opening the contextually sensitive view-
point of conceptuality which is not taking politics as predetermined. This will 
be relevant to producing knowledge about these two dimensions (i.e. modern 
state and citizenship as the category of social, political and socio-political mem-
bership) and their contextual problematic. The modern state became a key 
structure of politics and the frameworks of social policy during the 20th century. 
 
Contemporary reflections 
Contemporary new ideas in respect of economy – with their connections con-
cerned the emergence of modern social policy – were also reflected. Rein (2001 
(1879)) discussed the contemporary new ideas in the economy, i.e. about the 
forming of social policy. Rein had given the title 'Kansantalouden uusi 
oppikunta' (which could freely be translated into English as 'The novel school 
of thought in economy') to his writing where he introduces the contemporary 
social and political discussions from the other European countries. Rein intro-
duced that this novel school of thought discussed organizing social responsibili-
ties by taking the role of municipalities and the state into account (Rein 2001 
(1879), 134). Rein (2001 (1879)) discussed also the individual and collective 
agency in the matters of economy and social lives. However, when discussed 
and introduced the outlooks about the responsibilities organized by municipali-
ties and state, Rein was, actually, describing the modern way of public agency 
concerned with organizing social responsibilities, especially social security. 
Social and political discussions were included even extreme versions of 
liberalism and socialism with culminations in some parts of European coun-
tries. These discussions were also reflected in the context of Finland. However, 
contemporary writers emphasized that these questions and consequences of 
social changes were currently not topical in Finland, but some day in the future 
they might be or at least it could be relevant to be informed about the ongoing 
processes in other countries. Nevertheless, along these discussions about social 
and economic changes ideas inspired by Fennomania were also expressed in 
these writings by reflecting the state of state in Finland and setting these reflec-
tions on a legislative basis. (See Ehrnrooth 2001 (1912); Yrjö-Koskinen 2001 
(1874); Rein 2001 (1878&1879).) 
The new way of thinking about economy is concerned with the questions 
of individual and collective agency. It is also concerned with the questions of 
organizing social responsibilities by emphasizing the role of municipalities and 
state. Ehrnrooth (2001 (1912), 148) stated that questions about social policy – or 
'societal policy' (i.e. which refers to public policy) – were concerned both with 
increasing relational interaction and with processes where different views of 
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life and worldviews as well as concrete living conditions and social environ-
ments are colliding. This crystallization is currently topical but in this contextu-
al situation the limits of policy – or the frames of viewing – are not limited onto 
the (nation) state as point of reference, but now the context is global and local 
alongside with the ongoing meaning of the state as context. Ehrnrooth (2001 
(1912), 148) was reflecting the political context and relational interaction as well 
as the questions of possibilities in the political participation. 
Citizenship as definitional basis of social belonging with reference to 
norms of social lives 
Citizenship is also included into normative debates like those about social and 
political inclusion or exclusion. The normative aspects of citizenship are linked 
with worldview and ideas of human being and social relations, interactions and 
belonging. Citizenship, as the category of social, political and socio-political 
membership and inclusion, can also be used as category by which separations 
between ‘us’ and ‘others’ are made. (Meehan 1993, 21.) However, looking at any 
social, political or socio-political category – or matter of category like that – 
there is always the question about limiting or opening interaction and encoun-
tering; i.e. it is a question about defining the particular social boundaries and 
their meanings. Citizenship understood with reference to the nation state gave 
one formulation for defining social, political and socio-political belonging. It 
has been interpreted, for example, as the reaction to changing social, political 
and economic conditions related to the matters of state.  
Contemporary changes concerned also the emergence of the ideas in the 
European social and political discussions which were linked in some contempo-
rary ideas together with particular territorial context and (the) people with their 
past and language. Past often and typically an imagined glorious past was one 
of the key aspects in constructing the ideas of national belonging. Thus, it was 
also used as way for legitimizing the contemporary aims and political targets 
by referring to the past which has been wished back – or at least the contempo-
rary aims were justified in the light of these arguments, i.e. with the assump-
tions of ancient, primeval belonging. 
Constructing citizenship as the modern way of social belonging, participa-
tion and relating was also a matter of identity in the dimensions of both indi-
vidual and collectivity. The limits of citizenship concerned membership and 
participation are concerned not only questions about contextual territory or 
nationality but also the community of belonging. (Meehan 1993, 21–22.) 
Bipartite polity membership and questions of inclusion 
The essential conceptual and concrete change – which was impacting on view-
ing the relations between individual and collective – was citizenship discourse. 
The turn of the 20th century was the era of the beginnings of the formation of 
modern social and political belonging. Citizenship became an essential concept 
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and social category concerned with defining social membership and belonging. 
(Sulkunen 1989; Markkola 2002, 153, passim. Also Stenius 2003.)  
The definition of citizenship – or the process of becoming citizen206 – was 
the constitutive element of constructing social and political agencies in Finland 
in the turn of the 20th century. It is contextually connected specifically with the 
social and society- and state-contextually defined relations of gender. Along 
with these, the processes of becoming citizen and forming modern citizenship 
are connected with the new ways of constructing and viewing the activities and 
tasks of the state.  (Sulkunen 1989, 157, passim.)  
Sulkunen (for ex. 1989) contextualizes the substantial problematique of cit-
izenship and the process of becoming citizen as 'two-dimensional citizenship'207. 
'The two-dimensional citizenship' refers to different contextual meanings of 
citizenship of men and women. It also refers to the different dual (male and 
female) identities of citizenship which are contextually (re)constructed. The 
duality of citizenship the framework of the modern state was about legalizing 
citizenship between the spheres of public and private (Sulkunen 1989, 172). The 
spheres were disclosed as the dual spheres of social lives and agencies. (Sulku-
nen 1989; Anttonen 1997, 144, 172–173, 142–204; McAfee 2000, 1–20, 161–163, 
passim. See also Haavio-Mannila 1981; Rantalaiho 1994; Parente-Čapková 2004; 
Julkunen 1995a, 16–18. On household and people as nation, Morley 2003, 168–
171.) 
Women's sphere of agency was defined to be primarily the private sphere, 
i.e. the sphere of home, while men's social and societal agency was defined to 
be orientated to public arenas and dimensions. In the turn of the 20th century, 
many female actors, who made their way into wider public arenas, used the 
rhetoric of home and societal motherhood (‘yhteiskunnallinen äitiys’) by mak-
ing explicit societal and social meaning of women's agency and work. 
Anttonen (1989, 44) states that women’s societal task was powerfully 
forced into the context of the domestic sphere in England during the 19th centu-
ry. This was also highlighted by the women’s movement. (Anttonen 1989, 44–
45.) As matter of theoretical reflection, Victorian theorists are said to be empha-
sizing women’s moral task and duty whilst feminists criticized contemporary 
societal values set on patriarchal basis during the 19th century and in the turn of 
the 20th century. Feminists argued that both the idealizing and fear-rising ideas 
of women and female agency were inhuman. They aimed to discard the stereo-
types and one of the key matters concerned it was to obtain voting rights. (Kent 
2012, 33–34.) Suffrage as right is concerned with social participation, representa-
tion and inclusion. It is concerned with membership and socio-political inclu-
sive belonging. 
                                                   
206In Finnish ’kansalaistuminen’, the definition by Sulkunen (1989, 157).  
207In Finnish: ’kaksijakoinen kansalaisuus’ (Sulkunen 1989). 
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However, the agency and aims of women’s movement were just one, uni-
formed and women’s movement was included multiple agency and aims in the 
context of Europe (Kent 2012, 117). Some were strictly oriented on the domestic 
sphere, others for political and social rights. It was not a question about one, 
unique movement. However, the agency in the public and women’s voice in 
public debate were historically new. 
 
The vote 
The unicameral parliament which was based on equal and general vote and 
eligibility had been established in Finland (1906) at the beginning of the 20th 
century. This social and political reform was remarkable. It was the first Euro-
pean setting, enabling women’s political participation (vote and eligibility) on 
the national level. (Markkola 2006, 365; Markkola 2002, 199–205; Pohjantammi 
2003; Kurunmäki 2000; Saarinen 1994, 31).208  
According to Holli & Raevaara & Luhtakallio (2007, 11), typical features for 
realizing possibilities for women’s political participation and inclusion in many 
other countries occurred as the expansion of political participation from the 
local level to the state level. (On political situations and changes encountered in 
Finland at the beginning of the 20th century, like for example on the encounters 
of strike in 1905, for ex. Alapuro 1999, 232–235, passim; Tikka 2009.)  
Parliamentary reform – the reform of representing – and the establishment 
of equal and general vote and eligibility were meant and constructed as shift 
from the status of subject to citizen (Markkola 2006, 365). Citizenship became a 
right-based category of socio-political inclusion. (On the rights of participating 
communal political decision-making, Holli & Raevaara & Luhtakallio 2007; 
changes were encountered in 1917 concerned with participation on local politi-
cal representing, see for ex. Holli & Raevaara & Luhtakallio 2007, 11, passim.) 
(On formation of the membership of political community, McGrew 1992, 94–96; 
see also for ex. Saarinen 1994, 31, passim; Saukkonen 2007, 296–300, passim. On 
constructing of membership, inclusion and participation in political community, 
McGrew 1992, 94–96; Korpi 1981, 313–314; Saukkonen 2007, 296–300, passim; 
Nancy 1991.) 
Realizing vote at the state level in Finland in the year 1906 was a practical 
expression of constructing novel way of social and political inclusion. Vote at 
the state level was defined to be general. According to Harjula (2006, 381, pas-
sim), it was put into practice with specific, limited conditions which were 
geared to the possibilities of voting. In some cases, it was also influenced by the 
way in which the criteria of citizenship were defined. (Harjula 2006, 381, pas-
sim. See also Rauhala 1996, 98–99.) 
 
                                                   
208Women’s vote was realized in New Zealand in 1893. Along with vote, eligibility was realized in 
Australia in 1902. (Markkola 2006, 365; Julkunen 1995a, 17–18.) 
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Citizenship in the state context – The novel category of membership 
State-contextualized citizenship was meant to be the new way of building and 
defining relations between individual and collectivity and individual’s contex-
tual social position. The citizenship-based definition on the regulations, rights 
and responsibilities of social security in the context of state was about a new 
way of viewing and organizing the relations between individual and collective 
agency. It was also meant to organize social lives based on the novel definitions 
of ways and problems of living (van Ewijk 2010, 78–79). (van Ewijk 2010. See 
also Satka 1995.) Contextual matters concerned state were also meant to con-
struct particular mechanism of political, social and socio-political participation 
and inclusiveness. It was essential part of constructing particular polity con-
cerned social belonging, too. 
Citizenship is defined as matter of the relations between individual and 
collective as well as their contextual positions and encounters in a certain way. 
Citizenship became a constitutive element of the processes of (re)constructing 
and defining belonging and inclusiveness in the modern state and society. It 
was also defined the social, political and socio-political rights and responsibili-
ties and their contexts. (For ex. van Ewijk 2010, 1–2, passim. See also Satka 1995; 
Kuusela & Saastamoinen 2006, 9–10, 14.) The emergence of welfare state could 
be explained as the novel way of building community and social belonging 
(Anttonen 1989, 43). During the 20th century, the matters of social security be-
came specifically defined from the perspective of citizenship and as matters of 
(social) rights, i.e. based on particular socio-political belonging and rights espe-
cially in the Nordic model of welfare state (Markkola 2002, 153). 
 
Modern subject, social belonging and rights 
The modern subject – or the subject of modernity – was defined by establishing 
comparisons with previous phases and emphasizing the new ways of individu-
alization. However, individualization might be meant novel, unparalleled 
change or a sense of detachment from the previously meaningful social mean-
ings and communities. The role of the modern individual as part of society as 
well as its relation with the state were defined in a new way when ’subjects’ 
became citizens with particular civic, later also political and social rights and 
responsibilities. The individual subject in modern times within its relations 
with the state was defined as citizen (see also Saastamoinen 2006, 63–75; 
Kuusela & Saastamoinen 2006, 23–24; Kuusela 2006, 38; McAfee 2000). Social 
and political relations between individual and collectivity in the realm of social 
policy concerned the state. Within this context, citizenship was defined in a new 
way and gained a novel meaning. 
It had been at the turn of the 20th century that state contextual citizenship 
was discussed and began to form. In respect of social security there have been 
always questions about the terms and conditions of social security, care and 
maintenance – and the ways of defining those terms and conditions. Hence, in 
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social and political research, discussions about citizenship as social, political 
and socio-political category of membership, belonging and participation is 
needed. Citizenship, especially in the context of the state as a category of mod-
ern social inclusion, membership and belonging was formed in Europe at the 
turn of the 20th century. 
The previously typical ways of defining social belonging – and the terms of 
social security – were typically the village based or based on immediate family 
membership. According to Anttonen (1989, 139), the sense of communal can be 
described from the basis of social nets, regional or territorial social bound or – 
in Durkheim way – as shared interests. (Anttonen 1989, 139.) However, social 
cohesion and belonging are constructed with social ties. 
Parts of the social, political and socio-political changes in the turn of the 
20th century were the changes of defining socio-political belonging, participa-
tion and membership. Concerned social policy, they were remarkable, when 
thinking about social policy with its two dimensions: The terms and conditions 
of social belonging were changed and the terms and conditions of social securi-
ty were also begun to change. 
 
Topical matters 
Discussion about citizenship is not least of special meaning because many social 
and political rights and the matters of socio-political inclusion are typically 
defined from the basis of citizenship during the 20th century (van Ewijk 2010; 
Jacobson Pettersson & van Ewijk 2010, 50–52; Kuusela & Saastamoinen 2006, 9–
10, 14; see also Satka 1995; Peltonen 1989, 10, passim; Väliverronen 2011). 
Citizenship, i.e. the socio-political foundation of rights and regulations has 
been typically viewed in the context of nation state. This became problematic 
with globalization, individualization and at times when spheres of social, polit-
ical and economic are increasingly disconnected. However, interpretations con-
cerned citizenship and its conditions are connected with contextual culture 
(Hannerz 2003, 227). (On problematic of defining ‘culture’, Hannerz 2003.) 
Discussions and definitions of the (conditions of) citizenship are not only 
considering the juridical aspects of citizenship but also the ways in which social 
responsibilities and desired competence are defined (Hannerz 2003, 227). (See 
also van Ewijk 2010, 1–2, passim.) However, the fact that citizenship is the 
foundation of defining social security or the fact that juridical aspects are part of 
the definitional process is interesting from the viewpoint of the history of social 
policy: The roots and the routes towards the rights based system of social secu-
rity are historically rooted in questions of social and political participation, in-
clusion and membership. They were in transitions in the turn of the 20th centu-
ry. 
Social policy became the constitutive element concerned the definition of 
modern relations between individual and collectivity in societal context. It is 
also meaningful in the postmodern society to whom are typical both the en-
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counters of global and local and the various sub- and super-state contextual 
encounters. Hence, the question ‘what is meant with “citizen” or “citizenship”’ 
has to be raised. What is meant with being ‘citizen’ or in which way defines 
citizenship a sense of belonging? What are foundations and premises of these 
definitions? Expressing social belonging and the ways of forming socio-political 
communities and connections with current terms, contexts and agencies con-
cerned the global context of social politics of cosmopolitan citizenship are re-
markable questions (more on cosmopolitan citizenship, Kymlicka 2002, 312–
315). So are also the questions about socio-political agency and the dimensions 
of actions. 
However, the industrial way of production and the definition of modern 
citizenship are some basic categories of perceiving social, political and socio-
political lives in nowadays societies and states – they are also matters of belong-
ing in the context of EU-integration (see Meehan 1993, 85). Worker as status of 
belonging is in the context of the EU one of the key concepts concerned with 
mobility and moving into another country; family and family membership is 
another key set of concept when defining social and political membership and 
right to stay in as particular country. Employment and social security are also 
concerned with rights and responsibilities as they are as part of social insurance 
systems ruled by various regulations. (Meehan 1993, 89–90.) However, all these 
matters are central areas of social policy: social policy is – and has always been 
so – concerned with these questions in different times and places. 
The beginnings of social policy with its modern meanings are connected 
with the processes of (re)constructing the novel ways of social and political 
participation and belonging. Novel socio-political membership as well as novel, 
modern ways of social, political and socio-political inclusion, interaction and 
membership emerged. This meant that the arenas and the ways of acting in the 
political and socio-political field, i.e. the political space and socio-political inclu-
siveness gained new – modern – forms. These were part of the social and politi-
cal changes and they were forming the new – modern – way of living. They 
influenced the way of social lives as well as the ways of reflecting and organiz-
ing social responsibilities.  
These changes could be summarized as changes in the ways of defining 
and organizing social responsibilities, socio-political inclusiveness, participa-
tion, belonging and membership. These could be conceptualized as changes in 
definitions concerned with relations between individual and collective agency 
in social and political contexts and as changes concerned with viewing the 
spaces of public and private as the field of social, political and socio-political 
activities. 
Meehan (1993) discusses citizenship in the European context: she discusses 
the citizenship which is ‘neither national nor cosmopolitan’ (Meehan 1993, 1). It 
is something inbetween and combining these two aspects of the different di-
mensions of citizenship. May it also include – at least some rays – of local citi-
163
  
zenship? In which ever way, citizenship concerns questions of politics, rights 
and participation in particular in political and socio-political context (Meehan 
1993, 3–6, 24, 79, 102, passim). Previously, the typical context of politics and 
political agency was defined to be the state as it had been understood in the 20th 
century. This is also reflected in the definitions concerned the research subject of 
political research where the key concepts are – in a classic understanding – de-
fined as ‘politics’, ‘power’ and ‘state’. ‘Politics’ is here the main subject of the 
research while ‘power’ puts the particular aspect of the approaching forward, 
and ‘state’ is the defined as context of observations. 
 
 
5.3 CARE AND JUSTICE – PRACTICAL AND CONCEPTUAL 
MATTERS OF SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITIES   
 
At the latest during the 20th century when care became a matter of wider social 
and societal discussion in tandem with the formation of the rights-based defini-
tion of social belonging, care became a matter of justice209. It is actually a very 
important matter of social and political discussion by which questions about 
defining the terms and conditions of particular socio-political belonging are 
connected. 
Care as matter of social and political ideas and practices 
Care became a matter of societal agency during the 20th century. According to 
(Anttonen 1997, 138), care became a matter which is not – and least in the Nor-
dic countries – a question only concerned with the private sphere. Thus, social 
responsibility of producing care became a matter of widely social discussion 
during the 20th century. This refers to the debate on the Nordic model of welfare 
state, especially because an elaborated system of welfare service has been 
viewed as attribute of Nordic welfare state (Anttonen 1997, 139)210. (See also 
Löytty 2004, 106–111.) The question is connected with defining dimensions of 
public and private. 
The modern system of social security has been interpreted to consist of two 
elements: social insurance, related with employment and contributions paid 
from the relevant source, has been associated with male citizenship: the system 
of social and welfare services has been viewed both depending on women’s 
agency and also making women’s societal agency depending on it. As Anttonen 
                                                   
209Rawls 1988; Sen 2009. Sen (2009) defines two traditions: transcendential institutionalism and 
realization-focused comparison. Transcendential institutionalism is tradition which is represented 
typically by Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau and Kant in the history of ideas. Nowadays, Rawls is the 
most famous representative of this tradition. Another tradition, realization-focused comparison is 
based on ideas of comparing and the tradition of enlightenment. This is represented typically by 
Bentham, Smith, Marx, Mill and Wollstonecraft. 
210Sweden was a pioneer of welfare state contextual social policy (Anttonen 1989, 39, 100). 
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(1989, 52) states, social insurance has brought more freedom to men from the 
depending of private sphere. However, in the Nordic context where women’s 
dependency on state and its services is concerned mostly services (not liveli-
hood), it was meant more possibilities for women in societal and social context. 
(For ex. Anttonen 1989, 52.) 
However, care has become a political, theoretical and societal question 
(Anttonen 1989, 170). When care became the matter of societal discussion new 
dimensions opened to the discussion of care. This is also connected with ques-
tions of social rights and women’s social and societal position. (Anttonen 1997, 
138–139; Julkunen 1995a.)  Anttonen (1997, 139) emphasizes the meaning of care 
and care services in of the modern welfare state (see also for ex. Kuusela & 
Saastamoinen 2006, 21–22). 
Questions of organizing social responsibilities are connected with ques-
tions of rights and responsibilities concerned care (Anttonen 1997, 139; 
Julkunen 1995a; on questions of producing otherness and marginalization from 
the viewpoints of caring, for ex. Abdelhamid 2004). However, care became a 
matter of social rights which meant the formation of rights-based social policy. 
Care is also concerned questions about securing social cohesion, norms and 
continuity (Anttonen 1989, 34. See also Rantalaiho 1986b, 31). However, the 
process during which care and other social responsibilities became the matter of 
politics of different levels (in the 20th century the main level was the state) is 
also concerned with the gender system and the subsequent questions of struc-
tures of societal and social lives. With this they are matters of policies.  
When care and other duties on the field of social responsibilities become 
matters of wider societal discussions in the particular context of policy as it 
happened in the state context during the 20th century, were the status of caring 
work also shifted towards the status of paid work. However, this typically 
meant the constructing of a new double role for women: as caring person in the 
private sphere (household) – and as professional carer in the public spheres. So, 
what is the place of care and what are the places for reproducing social respon-
sibilities? What are the terms of paid work? (Anttonen 1989, 32.) They are mat-
ters of policies, social policies. However, care as matter of social responsibility is 
controversial. In tandem, social and societal meaning of caring is central 
(Simonen 1986, 225). 
Care is also concerned with personal and individual autonomy – both, for 
those who are caring and for those who cared for (Kymlicka 2002, 414, 420). It is 
about justice and essential ethical questions of social responsibilities. Here it is a 
question about social policy and allocation: what, to whom, under which condi-
tions and with which what aims? Social policy as matter of ethics, care and jus-
tice is in any society concerned with these matters. As matter of policy – or poli-
tics – it is also concerned the possibilities and practices of participating and 
belonging. However, neglecting the meaning of care, responsibilities and their 
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ethical considerations in the theories of justice will leave parts of society and 
social lives hidden. 
The concept of ‘responsible rationality’211 is used to describe women’s 
agency. It refers to the way of act in reproductive matters concerned cohesion, 
continuity and social responsibilities. Reproductive work –typically performed 
by women and typically being hidden or not recognized as ‘work’ in the partic-
ular sense of employment – concerns social responsibilities and the way of or-
ganizing them. (Nätkin 1986, 156.) However, they are definitely not just matters 
of women but the kind of organizing these responsibilities has an impact on the 
entire societal life. Alanen (1986, 72) discusses the processes of socialization as 
‘process of collective production’. These ways of producing social cohesion and 
integration encountered changes in the turn of the 20th century. Spheres of 
agency were changing together with the changing structures of everyday life 
(Meyer 1986, 143, 148). 
Practice and value 
Care can be described as work but it contains also many other dimensions. Care 
is a relational matter and it is one of the practical expressions of justice. (Held 
2006, 36–38, 42–43.) If one takes into account that social and societal practices 
are meaningful actions, care – as practice – is about the meaning of social rela-
tions, caring and relational being in the world. 
Care is also a value. Held (2006, 38) states that it is commonly agreed that 
care is about justice as a value. Practices of justice are expressed typically as law, 
court proceedings and so on. (Held 2006, 38.) However, care can be approached 
as practice and as value (Held 2006, 36–43). This definition comes close to the 
way of viewing social policy as both social and societal practices and it is re-
flected social values. 
The relation between ideology and discourse is understood in the tradition 
of Foucault as way of thinking, as ‘exercising power’ which are expressed and 
manifested in practices. Thus, practices, i.e. the ways of organizing social lives 
(including also the systems social security) are more remarkable for observing 
the particular sets of power than belief systems without any practical expres-
sions. (Kent 2012, 57–59, 78.) According to Giddens (1984, 73) there is no prac-
tice that is producing meanings. The production of meanings can be understood 
as the essential part of societal practices. Thus, practices give the form and 
shape to the ideas and this process is interactional. (See also Saarinen 1986, 236–
237, 241.) According to Kent (2012, 58), ‘language – meaning systems – not only 
represents the world; it creates it’. 
Thus, questions – and particular answers – concerned social responsibili-
ties, gender roles, work, production and reproduction, for example, are matters 
of representing and exercising power in social and societal context. Here, social 
                                                   
211In Finnish: ’vastuurationaalisuus’. 
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policy is concerned with the way of organizing social, political and socio-
political lives – and the study of it will give information about them. These mat-
ters – like the systems of social security, the process of production and the gen-
der system – are practically reflecting a worldview. The relations and interac-
tional processes between ideological and institutional matters will be some key 
to understanding social policy contextually. 
Markkola (2002, 20) discusses on 'caring power' a conceptualization intro-
duced by the Dutch historians A. van Drenth and F. de Haan (The Rise of Car-
ing Power). 'Caring power' is referred to power as the productive principle. It is 
also denoted with the way power is used, which will be part of constructing the 
area of other possible agencies. This may be denoting to the productive way of 
constructing the field of activities. However, caring power is about conceptual-
izing aspects of social life with the inspirations of Foucault way of thinking 
(Markkola 2002, 20). 
Public and private problems – Gendered spheres of agency? 
The traditional categorization of spheres as public and private (as domestic 
sphere) is linked to ideas that agency is both, gendered and differing by gender 
in the spheres of agency. Kymlicka (2002, 398) points out that women’s position 
– also – in the domestic, i.e. private sphere is typically relegated. However, the-
se ways have consequences concerned both agency and responsibilities; they 
are also the matters of emotions and feelings. (Kymlicka 2002, 398.) 
Men have been viewed as ‘suitable’ to have agency in the public sphere be-
cause they were considered as possessing the capacities linked especially with 
reason and independence; on other hand women have been viewed as capable 
of acting especially – and only – in the private sphere with the capacities of 
emotion and possession of dependence. (Kent 2012, 16.) However, gender has 
been interpreted to possess some attributes which are, actually, essentializing 
ones. 
Kymlicka (2002, 388) states that the classical liberalist conception of family 
is suggesting it ‘as the center of private life’. However, the classical liberalist 
way of defining public and private is dualistic: on the one hand, it defines pub-
lic and private as spheres of the political and the social. This is introduced by 
John Locke. On the other hand – in the understanding of liberals who had been 
influenced by romanticism – the public is defined as the sphere of the social and 
the private as the sphere of the personal. However, both definitions are closing 
these spheres in their own specific way. (Kymlicka 2002, 388.) The interactions, 
connections between spheres are ignored or hardly taken into account. Howev-
er, the dichotomies of the spheres have been problematized for example by 
feminist research. They are remarkable concerned also social responsibilities, 
the definitional basis of social security and work and the matters of political 
participation and agency. They are matters of constructing social and political 
lives, i.e. they are expressions and reflections of specific worldviews. 
167
  
Feminist research problematized the spheres of public and private and the 
respective agencies. If looking at the division of labour in the context of house-
holds as one of the key matters of equality, it will be reasonable to look at the 
meaning of gender within the theories of justice (Kymlicka 2002, 368–388). 
Kymlicka (2002, 398) states that if family and household are viewed as the cen-
tral node concerned with gendered inequality, it will be very important that the 
ways of organizing family lives (which are impacting on women’s lives) are also 
concerned in the theories of justice. (Kymlicka 2002, 398. See also Kent 2012, 40, 
passim.) 
The ideology concerned separate spheres is based on the ideas of the so-
called natural differences concerned men and women. (Kent 2012, 29.) Thus, the 
ideology is essentializing and constructing some essential attributes in connec-
tion with the perception of social relations and agency. When taking a man and 
attributes of masculinity as reference for the categorization, it allowed exclud-
ing women from political and public social arenas by giving reasons with refer-
ence to essentialized attributes. It enabled ‘a system of unequal power relation-
ships’, as Kent (2012, 30) defines it. The virtues of public agency were defined 
mainly ‘manly’. (Kent 2012, 29–30.) 
The ideology of the separate spheres of agency is also concerned with 
essentialized images and ideas of men (Kent 2012, 30–31). However, the defini-
tional basis of women’s agency in the private sphere was connected with the 
dualistic ideas of women’s societal positioning and roles whilst agency in the 
household was viewed as framework that represent and requires ‘special mo-
rality and purity’ (Kent 2012, 30). The dualism of the separated spheres will be 
bridged with viewing them as parts of human lives: viewing them in context, in 
relation and with reference to relevant connections (Rantalaiho 1986, 40). 
Julkunen (1986, 133) states that ‘The gender divisions have been reserved 
objectivations upon everyday life – like moral, religion, politics, justice, state, 
art, science, philosophy – to the areas [and arenas] for men’212. The liberalist 
way of viewing state and civil society concerns the definition of spheres. It also 
concerns the terms of good life. Liberals prefer the private sphere as the key 
dimension of good life. This is different if compared with the tradition of politi-
cal philosophy (which is firstly represented by ancient political thinkers like 
Aristotle) which emphasizes the meaning of political participation as the aspect 
of good life. Liberalist traditions emphasize both the separation between public 
and private spheres; both state and civil society are representing ‘public’ at this 
point of view. (Kymlicka 2002, 388, 394–395.) 
However, referring to liberalist definitions of the public as matter of politi-
cal and private as the matter of social is drawing some basic distinctions con-
cerned human agency. It is also constructing the definitional basis for agency 
which is typically gendered. It is constructing the spheres of agency as dual 
                                                   
212Transl. by MT.  
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categories. So, even if viewing these spheres as separate – what they truly not 
are – observing connections and interactions between them will be essential. 
 
Care and justice as moral capacities, reasoning and concepts 
The tradition of Western philosophy and theories has been emphasizing wom-
en’s position in the private domestic sphere with emotional dispositions and 
particularistic orientation while men’s agency interpreted as rational, composed 
mode have been viewed as belonging to the public life. (Kymlicka 2002, 399.) 
This dualistic, essentialized and essentializing categorization has been de-
scribed for example with reference to three aspects of moral (1) capacities, (2) 
reasoning and (3) concepts. (Definition by Gilligan213, discussed by Kymlicka 
2002, 400–420; Held 2006, 62–75, passim.) 
These three aspects include all dual categories as follows. The definition is 
setting two tracks of ethical being and introducing them as dual where catego-
ries are justice and care. So, they are set to debate. Moral capacities are con-
cerned moral principles concerned justice and moral dispositions concerned 
care. Moral reasoning is geared to developing a problem-solving method where 
tracks are viewed as universal and particular. Justice is represented in a way of 
seeking answers to problems with moral principles while moral dispositions for 
caring are viewed to be guiding towards reacting to the particular case. 
(Kymlicka 2002, 400–401. Held (2006, 23–25, passim) introduces some critical 
remarks.214) 
The third aspect is about moral concepts which are defined in a particular-
ly interesting way. When categorizing ‘justice’ and ‘care’ and juxtaposing them, 
moral concepts are defined as rights and fair behavior and as orientation to 
‘responsibilities and relationships’ in the realm of care. (Kymlicka 2002, 400–
401.) Care and justice are viewed in some cases ‘as alternative values’ because 
they are viewed as requiring different approaching concerned with moral ques-
tions. Justice is viewed as the matter of rational agency whilst care is viewed 
being in demand of empathy and understanding social relations. (Held 2006, 
62.) However, these cannot exclude each other but need to be seen as interac-
tive. 
However, this definition is very interesting from the viewpoint of social 
policy and the two tracks of the beginnings of social policy. However, even 
when taking the dualism into account and reducing, this is also crystallizing 
theoretical discussions and the tradition of Western philosophy on agency, par-
ticipation and gender system. 
Moral reasoning, for its part, is concerned with the methods and ways of 
solving problems. The categorization introduces them with universal and par-
                                                   
213Gilligan, Carol 1986. Remapping the Moral Domain. In Thomas Heller and Morton Sosna (eds.) 
Reconstructing Individualism: Autonomy, Individuality, and the Self in Western Thought. Stanford 
University Press, Stanford, California, p. 237–250. 
214Held (2006) focuses on developing theory of ethics of care. 
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ticular orientation.  However, as Kymlicka (2002, 403) states in any situation of 
moral decisions, we are not just observing some particular attributes of con-
temporary situations but we are reflecting also proportioning and considering 
their meanings. So, encountered situations are in reflective connection with 
broader reflection of moral sense context. 
Moral concepts, the third dimension of categorization, is said to be con-
cerned with choices between basic principles defined as ‘rights and fair being’ 
and ‘relationships and responsibilities’. Contemporary theories of justice are 
using the concept ‘a web of relationships’ which is metaphorically referring to 
social and societal belonging. (Kymlicka 2002, 404–406.) Theories are also con-
cerned with embedded [social] selves. Such view refers to the fact that every 
human being is – at least somehow – interacting with its social environment 
and belonging in some particular social context (on communitarianism, 
Kymlicka 2002, 208–283). Social context and a web of relationships are also con-
cerned with the virtues of sensitive positioning into another person’s position 
and ability to reflect her or his situation. (Kymlicka 2002, 404–406.) Thus, it is 
about empathizing and ethics of anyone. 
Nevertheless, if care is viewed as particular and justice as universal, it is 
the web of relationship that melds them (however, this has been also ques-
tioned, concerned especially with women’s role and agency) (Kymlicka 2002, 
406). However, issues around care are matters of justice and of the way people 
are treating each other. 
The matters and problems of particular and universal are reflected con-
cerned encountering human being. However, ethics of care are a plea for hu-
manity. And, as Kymlicka (2002, 408) states ‘theories of justice are not limited to 
respect for the generalized other’. This is rather referring to the aspect that an-
other person may think in another way and have different ideas than I think 
and have, but it will still be possible to understand each other and to search for 
sensitive, discussing understanding. (Kymlicka 2002, 408–409.) Universal orien-
tation and particular localisation concerned care and justice are not exclusion-
ary but discussing. 
However, the basic distinction is that between ‘rights’ and ‘responsibilities’ 
which could be – according to Gilligan – viewed as follows. Responsibility is 
viewed as requiring caring for others wellbeing and welfare while rights are 
viewing more the mechanisms of protecting the individual self. According to 
Kymlicka (2002, 409) just some libertarian theories on rights have defined rights 
and responsibilities in this way. (Kymlicka 2002, 409.) The developments con-
cerned women’s rights are a key matter concerned with political life in general 
(a brief historical views in Europe, for ex. Meehan 1993, 29). ‘Whatever the phil-
osophical puzzles, governments have acknowledged that social rights have a 
place in citizenship’, as Meehan (1993, 29) states. 
According to Meehan (1993, 101) female citizenship is defined to be ‘both 
similar to and different from the inclusion of working-class men’ (see also Kent 
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2012, 16). Women’s legal and political rights as well as their inclusion – full 
membership in polity – have been incomplete. (Meehan 1993, 101. See also 
Anttonen 1989, 45.) Male citizenship and definitions of it have been based on 
paid work (Anttonen 1989, 52).  
Citizenship and socio-political membership are also concerned with possi-
bilities to participate in public lives (Meehan 1993, 103). Thus, when women’s 
agency is viewed to be limited in the private sphere are full polity membership 
and participation limited, too. In that case, citizenship is realized only partly or 
not at all. 
Social rights can be viewed to be constructed in an individualist perspec-
tive or reflecting moral questions in terms of solidarity and liability. However, 
even social rights have been gendered and they have been viewed as mecha-
nisms that construct social inclusion more for men than for women, thus failing 
to establish universal citizenship. (Meehan 1993, 101.) So, paying attention to-
wards women’s social and political positions in global context will develop and 
generate more wellbeing, welfare and inclusion for all (i.e. if neglecting half of 
the people are the effects and consequences larger and wider than to just that 
part of people). 
 
In the course of the nineteenth century, feminist campaigns won a significant num-
bers of victories, bestowing on women rights to own property and earnings, to gain 
custody of their children, to move about freely, to divorce, to gain secondary and 
university education, to work, and to control their own bodies. (Kent 2012, 20.) 
However, women’s emancipation by the way of allowing them to take up em-
ployment has often been viewed from the opposite way, asking this doesn’t 
mean for many poor families that also women had take up employment, not 
being allowed to stay in the sphere of household. Thus, the female emancipa-
tion has been interpreted as the emancipation both to work and into family. 
Social rights are concerned with individual rights and also with moral or-
der – nevertheless it has been said that only in Scandinavian countries social 
rights have represented some socially shared common sense of the social. Fem-
inist research on citizenship has discussed humanistic values concerned citizen-
ship paying attention to emotions. However, research discussion concerned 
hypothesis and asymmetric of citizenship concerned male and female citizen-
ship in welfare state and liberal democracy has begun (outside Scandinavia). 
However, the key contribution of feminism to the discussions about citizenship 
has been about problematizing gender and equality within the social and socie-
tal context. (Meehan 1993, 101–120.) The key issues for such problematization 
are justice – and care. 
Social responsibilities can be problematic even as the matter of rights and 
when basing on rights. This has been problematized especially by feminist re-
search. It asks the basis of defining rights and it is asking the definitional basis 
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of legislative formulations: are rights equally relevant for both genders? Legal 
rights have been widely discussed also in the context of ethics of care. (Held 
2006, 138–150.) Nevertheless, privacy is also the matter of rights (Kymlicka 
2002, 394). Anttonen (1989, 44) explains the beginnings of welfare state as the 
responsed to changing social relations and situations and for (re)producing 
social cohesion also in the sphere of private. 
Various feminist theorists emphasized that women’s equal citizenship and 
rights are the matter of justice (Meehan 1993, 105). However, many theories of 
justice have been neglecting women’s works and their social position based – or 
socially limited – works in social contexts. Women’s political participation and 
rights as the matter of justice are key matters of current social and political jar-
gon, as they were in the turn of the 20th century. Women’s participation in public 
lives and matters of citizenship are concerned inclusion and the ways of organ-
izing societal lives. They are concerned with power and agency – and rights and 
justice. 
 
Theories of justice and care 
Kymlicka (2002, 402) discusses that theories of justice have neglected the mean-
ing of affective capacities concerned the sense of justice. Thus, learning and 
developing moral principles (denoted to justice in the mentioned model) and 
developing moral dispositions for care and sensitive orientation to other human 
beings are not – and cannot – be opposing each other. 
Held (2006, 9, 129) defines the ethics of care as new area that emerged in 
research only during the last decades. However, the ethics of care is one of the 
key matters of social lives, reflecting the understanding of relations between 
human beings as individual, member of groups and as living in society. Thus, it 
is an epistemological matter. Neglecting care and the ethics of care from the 
theories of justice are some – essential – hidden parts and points of social lives. 
However, they have been hidden and invisible, did not exist in general theories. 
Held (2006, 10) defines that care concerns moral reflections and epistemological 
matters at the very same time. Some of the matters that not considered in main-
stream theories of justice are emotions and their impact on morals and the ideas 
of ethics. Nevertheless, moral knowing is about constructing moral understand-
ing which is related to the way of acting in socially responsible ways. (Held 
2006, 9–10, passim.) 
Held (2006) writes about the ethics of care. She states that power and the 
matters of power are remarkable questions concerned with ethics of care (Held 
2006, 150–151). And power is a central matter of politics, so realizations and 
practical expressions of the ethics of care are matters of politics and political 
agency. This means that they are matters of collective discussion although they 
are concerned aspects of individual lives. Thus, ethics of care and justice are in 
continual, communicative interactive processes of reflection. 
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Held (2006, 15–19, passim) also discusses problematic relations between 
care and justice. She points out that there are theories that suggest to contrast 
the ethics of care and ethics of justice (Held 2006, 15). However, such proposed 
difference will not only hide some parts of social life but it also has a very limit-
ing attitude towards social ideas and practices and their interaction. Care is 
totally a matter of justice. Justice and care are not opposites; rather they are 
reflections of the same matters looking at how human beings are constructing 
relations to each other. ‘Care is probably the most deeply fundamental value’, 
states Held (2006, 17). 
Social policy is highlighting a value based organization of social lives. One 
of the key matters of social policy – along with work – is social security. These 
themes are bridged and merged with social responsibilities. Social responsibili-
ties are both conceptual and practical interpretations, expressions and even 
manifestations concerned with ethics of justice and the ethics of care. Not least 
because social policy is concerned with social, political and socio-political be-
longing, membership and inclusion. Social responsibilities are reflecting justice, 
and their realizations, i.e. practices are constructed around a particular under-
standing concerned justice. 
However, the matter of subjective and objective definitions of unfairness is 
a key matter. The subjective feeling of being hurt and the question of objective 
injustice can be viewed as different conceptions and they are concerned with 
both, care and justice, rights and responsibilities. (Kymlicka 2002, 410–411.) 
However, it will be problematic if rights and, on the other hand, relationships 
and responsibilities are set as opposites. 
Considering caring and the ethics of care, one key aspect is that care as ac-
tivity is not isolating or constructing an isolated sphere on its own, but it is part 
of societal and social lives – not marginal to it nor concerned with different 
matters. (Kymlicka 2002, 414.) It is a key matter. Care is a matter of social rela-
tions: reproduction is also reproducing social relations (Meyer 1986, 150). Care 
is calling for interactional social relations, sensitive communicating and willing 
for learning (see for ex. Meyer 1986, 150). 
Metaethics is concerned with philosophical studies about moral concepts, 
evaluations and judgements (von Wright 2001, 25–26). These may give infor-
mation about the conceptual structures and sense of organizing social lives. Von 
Wright (2001, 200) reflects the moral value of acts concerned the impacts on the 
act to good and welfare of beings. Thus, an act is good if and only if it is doing 
good for at least one being and if it is not doing harm for anyone. On the other 
hand, an act is considered to be bad if it is doing harm for at least one being.215 
However, if subscribing to one or both of these statements, as von Wright sug-
                                                   
215In Finnish: ’Teko on moraalisesti hyvä, jos ja vain jos se tekee hyvää ainakin yhdelle olennolle eikä 
tee pahaa yhdellekään olennolle (haittaa yhtäkään olentoa); teko on moraalisesti huono, jos ja 
vain jos se tekee pahaa ainakin yhdelle olennolle (haittaa ainakin yhtä olentoa).’ (von Wright 2001, 
200.)  
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gests, moral agency and acts are viewed as being substantially social. Here, 
agency which is causing good only for an individual is viewed as irrelevant in a 
moral sense. (von Wright 2001, 200. On aims for the common good, von Wright 
2001, 310, 338; a swap is not co-operation, von Wright 2001, 313.) (Reflections on 
moral, justice and the realizations of justice, von Wright 2001, 335–337.) 
 
Epistemological matters 
What will be the consequences of different views of state and society? Anttonen 
(1989, 100) asks, if we are moving towards a welfare society? What will it mean 
– from the viewpoint of equality and inclusion? What is the basis of defining 
inclusion? 
Theory of politics can be defined as ‘the history of questions constructed in 
different ways’216 (Korvela & Lindroos 2008, 9). Those questions are about 
relations between individual and collectivities and looking at justice and good 
life. However, discussions are about contextual matters of the definition the 
related terms and concepts. (Korvela & Lindroos 2008, 9.) Theory and history of 
politics, i.e. the tradition of politics can be defined to be at least 2500 years old if 
we are lookin for issues of justice and reflections of good life (Korvela & 
Lindroos 2008, 9). 
Social policy is a discipline and social and societal practices (Nieminen 
1984, 11–14, 182). As the concept of social and political jargon, social policy is 
reflecting different ideas about organizing social lives and distributing and 
sharing responsibilities between individual and collectivities.  
Social policy is concerned the way in which we organize the social. We are part 
of social relationships and we are constructing these relationships in a particu-
lar way. One could say that we are embedded social selves, and we are – in one 
way or another – taking continuously part in discussions about care, justice, 
values and practices in social and societal contexts. Social policy is also con-
cerned with orientation in time. However, question itself is the reflection of the 
aims of agency (von Wright 2001, 285). 
The way in which we are defining the concepts used for defining, under-
standing, sharing and living world will not be irrelevancy or insignificant (Saa-
rinen 1986, 255). Emphasizing, for example, only a male (– or a female –) per-
spective as the epistemological principle in the processes of (re)constructing 
information and knowledge, will end at the situation where our knowledge is 
not purely reflective and open for problematization. This violates epistemologi-
cal reasoning and human values. (Saarinen 1986, 240.) Social policy is reflected 
in social and political ideas and practices and it is part of interactions between 
ideas and practices. Social policy is about reflecting values and the foundation 
of organizing social lives. The category of gender as theoretical concept con-
cerned with social, political and socio-political matters needs to be problema-
                                                   
216In Finnish: Eri tavoin muotoiltujen kysymysten historiaa (Korvela & Lindroos 2008, 9). 
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tized further (Rantalaiho 1986b, 48). Not least because it is concerned with rela-
tions, interactions and matters of both agency, structures – and power. 
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6  Conclusion 
 
 
In the present research, discourses concerned social policy were explored on the 
basis of a phenomenological approach. The exploration was focused on the era 
of the turn of the 20th century because it is the time of societal changes that can 
be seen as context for the conceptualization of modern social policy. The themes 
of social policy were researched and found by close-reading of the question 
‘What is social policy about?’ Then, the results were questioned with reference 
to metaknowledge of the societal changes in the turn of the 20th century: What 
questions can be generated from the main themes of social policy within its 
modern meanings? 
The conceptualization was conducted by problematizing, i.e. asking why 
these are the main themes and the key questions of social policy and what they 
are concerned with in a conceptual perspective. The focus had been especially 
concepts as agency, structure and politics whose viewpoints were sharpened 
with the specifications of gender. Nevertheless, the gender system can be inter-
preted as a product of structural politics. Thus, three major discourses were 
found. The conceptual frames of social policy are constructed and reconstructed 
with them; they are key matters concerned understanding about social policy 
and the societal way of living. 
 
Themes 
The roots of modern social policy are connected with social and societal chang-
es from distinctively agrarian to an industrializing and urbanizing, moderniz-
ing society. However, changes and the impacts of changes were taking place in 
a field of complex interactions: the agrarian way of living had an interactional 
effect on the attributes of industrialization processes especially at local level. 
Contextual interaction concerned with industrialization and (the other parts of) 
societal life are central – especially because the emergence of industrialization is 
viewed as the roots of modern society and motivation behind measures leading 
to modern social policy. 
In Finland, industrialization and the process of industrial production were 
strategically emerging from the countryside. Thus, industrialization and socie-
tal changes were also concerned with the encounters of two life worlds: the 
agrarian and industrializing one, and with the interaction between them. The 
changes of previously typical ways of work and working were impacted to the 
ways of view living and the conditions of work. Changes were also encountered 
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in the organization of social responsibilities, like those of social security and its 
production. 
Societal life encountered changes also along with new ideas of the state 
and the emergence of civil society. This meant the beginning of forming new 
social, political and socio-political ways of thinking and practicing. New 
spheres of social and political agencies were constructed. Social and societal 
living was changed along with industrialization, urbanization and novel ways 
of social and political ideas and practices. Thus, also the questions of social 
responsibilities were viewed in new ways. These – industrialization, social se-
curity and then new ideas of the state and the emergence of civil society – were 
key themes around the emergence of moder social policy. In the process of this 
development key themes were problematized: the contemporary questions of 
social policy were social questions concerned work, social security, belonging 
and memberships. 
Questions 
Industrialization and the industrial way of production, going hand in hand 
with the changes of work influenced the ideas and practice of work. They influ-
enced the way in which the prerequisites of life had been understood. Industri-
alization and the contemporary matters of industrial work and workers were 
topical in Europe in the turn of the 20th century. In Finland, contemporary writ-
ers were referring to ongoing discussions about contemporary social and socie-
tal changes in other parts of Europe; writers reflected whether those changes 
could be possibly be encountered in Finland. However, actual changes caused 
by industrialization and its side-effects were at that time not of special rele-
vance in Finland.  
Of course, the beginning of industrialization had an effect on social chang-
es but the changes of work were encountered not only with the beginning of 
industrialization but also with the changes of agrarian way of work and living. 
Therefore, the questions of work and workers were concerned also with the 
agrarian context in Finland in the turn of the 20th century. Agrarian was a typi-
cal attribute of questions about social and societal changes in Finland. However, 
the changes concerned social and societal living were encountered with novel 
social and political ideas and practices. As Klinge (1977, 148) states, changes of 
worldviews in Finland in the turn of the 20th century were connected with in-
dustrialization – but not with industrialization in Finland itself. 
The beginnings of modern social policy are defined by the linked with 
changes of the previously typical attributes of work. As such various social and 
economic changes showed imprint impacts of and from industrialization. How-
ever, also the ways of producing social security encountered changes; we find 
shifts away from previously typical ways of viewing social agency and the 
spheres of their action. In the turn of the 20th century, there were also differences 
between the time and tempo of institutionalized systems concerned social secu-
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rity and human needs in changing societal context. Therefore, from the view-
point of forming institutionalized systems of social security, the turn of the 20th 
century is such a remarkable era. It is also the era when the ways of producing 
social security, care and maintenance which are part of our societal lives in to-
day’s societies were begun to form.  
However, the beginnings of modern social policy are also connected with 
the questions of political participation and socio-political membership. Previ-
ously, the relation between the state and individual human being was the rela-
tion between the ruler and (the so called subservient) subject(s). In the turn of 
the 20th century, the ideas of social and political inclusion shifted and possibili-
ties to participate in the fields of social and socio-political areas started to 
change. Nevertheless, the first reforms of social policy were based on the di-
mension of subject – object, where decisions came ‘from above’. However, it 
was also the era of the formation of modern political participation and political 
institutions – very much taking the form which they have today. The modern 
political parliamentarism and other ways of modern representation were 
formed and with this the right to vote emerged. Equal and general vote and 
eligibility were realized in Finland first at the state level; they were realized at 
local level somewhat later. However, politics as well as political and socio-
political representing were beginning to change. 
Citizenship became a fundamental reference for defining social, political 
and socio-political membership, belonging and inclusion during the 20th centu-
ry. Social and political inclusion was typically defined with reference to the 
state as context and the definitional basis of participation was based on citizen-
ship. Citizenship became also the basis of defining social rights and responsibil-
ities. The roots of these changes, i.e. the beginnings of forming citizenship as 
membership category of the modern state can be located at the turn of the 20th 
century.  
Thus, citizenship became part of constructing inclusion. As socio-political 
category of membership, citizenship was part of forming particular social, polit-
ical and socio-political order and a rights-based sense of belonging. The state, 
typically as nation state was formed as the polity of modern politics and the 
point of reference for socio-political inclusion. Citizenship was forming novel, 
relational ways between individual and collective agency as the definitive cate-
gory of social, political and socio-political inclusion. Citizenship both put to-
gether and differentiated gender based roles in the processes of forming mod-
ern society. However, state contextual citizenship was bipartite – it was gen-
dered. 
Thus, the emergence of social policy within its modern meanings is con-
nected with (the questions of) changing social, economic and political relations. 
These were represented in production, reproduction and socio-political inclu-
sion and membership. They were reflected in the changes of the gender system 
and the ways of organizing social and economic life. However, during the 20th 
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century, production and reproduction became contextualized by the idea of the 
nation state and gender was institutionalized within that context. 
The emergence of social policy within its modern meaning is connected 
with the emerging changes of the gender system, the novel ways of defining 
social membership categories and the matters of work and social security. Here, 
the so called blind spots of theories of social policy and the emergence of social 
policy can be discussed by taking gender sensitively into account as the unit of 
organizing social lives. Questions concerned the emergence of modern social 
policy were contemporary matters of work, social security and social, political 
and socio-political membership. 
 
Discourses 
Discourse is social and epistemological matter. Actually, it can be interpreted as 
a way of knowing. Discourses are concerned with attributes and ways of ex-
plaining reality. They are concerned with social and political ideas, practices 
and their relational interactions. Interpretations, for their part, can be under-
stood as way of constructing a narrative. In this research, the story and the be-
ginnings of modern social policy has been told with the reference to the concep-
tualizations – or narratives – of production, reproduction and citizenship. 
Three major discourses of modern social policy can be crystallized around 
production, reproduction and citizenship. Production was concerned not only 
with questions of employment and work force but also with the question of 
changing production process and its social and economic impacts. Reproduc-
tion is multifaceted including the questions of social and economic spheres, the 
matters of care, social security and continuity. Production and reproduction are 
not flipping sides but reflecting the same matters and linked with various 
strands forming together socially shared understanding concerned the way of 
social and societal living. The gender system is a key concept for opening the 
perspective on these matters.  
Production and reproduction are matters of organizing social and societal 
lives and they include viewpoints of the gender system, political processes and 
structures. It had been the question about work, that is to say about production 
and reproduction. Feminist research, for example, has been problematizing the 
gender-related division of work and brought analytical devices like gender and 
care to the fore. However, these matters of organizing social, political and socio-
political spheres can be conceptualized with social responsibilities. 
When applying classical theory where politics and public agency are 
viewed in a way that is limited to men, the turn of the 20th century meant re-
markable, historical changes. The sphere of agency for and of women has pre-
viously typically been limited to private spheres but in the turn of the 20th cen-
tury, these limits of agency had been problematized. They also reflected shifts in 
the gender system and the ways of organizing work, social responsibilities and 
care in societal context.  
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The emergence of social policy is firmly connected with the changes en-
countered in gender based systems in social and societal context; emerging 
social policy, for its part, influenced those changes of the gender system. It has 
been said that social policy is concerned with social questions manifested in 
time and place. The emergence of social policy can be interpreted not only as 
reflection of industrialization but also as change of the gender system in its 
societal context: the matter of social lives, previously strictly limited to the 
sphere of private agency, i.e. as the women’s (unpaid) duties of social responsi-
bilities become more visible, more topical – and more manifest. They became – 
little by little – the matters of wider social and political discussion. 
Two viewpoints concerned with the emergence of social policy are opened 
and problematized with the concepts of production, reproduction and citizen-
ship. In the turn of the 20th century, changes were encountered concerned both 
production processes and the ways of organizing social responsibilities. Citi-
zenship, as the contemporary category of organizing socio-political member-
ship and belonging especially to the state context, was also a contemporary part 
of viewing and organizing these questions. 
However, two viewpoints concerned the emergence of social policy are re-
flected the basis of organizing social living and responsibilities which are the 
matters of gender system in social and societal contexts. Thus, social policy is 
reflecting both values and the ways of organizing social relations. These are 
deeply matters of structure and agency; they are, actually, reflecting the ways of 
constructing structure, agencies and their relations. They are also concerned the 
relations of power concerned social, political and socio-political living. Thus, 
social policy and the ways of organizing social responsibilities are reflecting the 
questions and contextual expressions of justice. 
Social policy can be defined as the specific line of social, political and socio-
political practices and actions within a particular political or socio-political 
space. Social policy takes place always in particular societal context. Contextual 
understanding – and the comprehension concerned the particular context – is 
essential for understanding social policy, the definitions of it and the frames of 
contextual agency. The ideas and practices of social policy are influenced by the 
historical and spatial context with its ideological backgrounds, the political 
states of will, economic resources and the socio-cultural relations of interactions 
and meanings. Defining social policy is connected with questions of 
(re)producing social security and organizing social responsibilities as well as it 
is connected with questions of welfare and the contextually defined social rela-
tions between individual and collective (agency). 
 
Concluding remarks 
Social policy is a strategic way of finding an orientation in social, political and 
socio-political dimensions. It is concerned with organizing social and socio-
political lives. Organizing is concerned with social practices which are forming 
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socio-cultural meanings of social living. Thus, social policy is concerned with 
the ontology that allows to understand society. Social policy is also a way of 
knowing about society, i.e. it is concerned the epistemological matters of look-
ing at society and societal living. Social policy is also concerned the methodo-
logical aspects both organizing societal living and acquiring information about 
it. 
The research explored discourses and by doing so, it was analyzing – in 
phenomenological sense and ways – the themes and questions of social policy. 
Social policy concerns the ways of organizing social and societal life. Thus, the 
main themes that had been identified serve for formulating key questions and 
perceive major discourses. As such they are theoretical and methodological 
devices of (re)constructing information and knowledge concerned with social 
policy. 
The present research highlights the role of reproduction as the theoretical, 
methodological and conceptual source of understanding social policy and its 
changes besides production. Here, the question of two viewpoints concerned 
the emergence of social policy is also opening towards new research with theo-
retical and methodological discussions of social policy and the relevant ontolog-
ical and epistemological issues (i.e. what can be known when looking at social 
policy and how can we avail of knowledge) with concepts of production and 
reproduction.  
Two views on the emergence of social policy are opened with the concepts 
of production and reproduction; the conceptualization illustrates the attributes 
of social policy which are formulated into the question of two viewpoints con-
cerned the emergence of social policy. In the context of modern social policy, 
citizenship was formed as definitional category of socio-political inclusion and 
membership. Citizenship was constructed as means of modern social and polit-
ical membership. It did so by connecting and disconnecting the matters of re-
production and production in particular contexts. However, the gender system 
was also formed as a modern system, a system of defining modern societal or-
ders. 
Along with these, social policy is a matter of social, political and socio-
political membership, belonging and inclusion. In the modern societies, state-
contextualized citizenship became a basic node of the network of socio-political 
belonging. Citizenship became a definitional basis of constructing modern in-
clusion. Thus, if one wants to generalize, the discourses of social policy can be 
viewed as production, reproduction and inclusion or socio-political belonging. 
However, the major discourses of social policy – production, reproduction 
and citizenship as the socio-political membership category – will allow to pro-
pose new research themes for research. They also allow to search for outlooks 
on understanding social policy. However, the frames of interpreting are not – 
and they are not meant to be – static. Instead they are suggested as a kind of 
theoretical and methodological device for problematizing issues and for devel-
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oping further considerations, discussions and research about social policy and 
the ways of organizing societal and social living. One important issue is for 
example the search for ways of constructing an inclusive society? 
In the turn of the 20th century, industrialization and structural changes 
shifted away from previously typical ways of living. At that time, one of the key 
problems was non-meeting confluence of economic (and its changes) and social, 
political and socio-political living and activities. At that time, politics was start-
ed to be transferred into the modern state context and answers were searched 
for with reference to practices in the context of the state – the building of the 
nation state was on the agenda. The economic became also defined with refer-
ence to the state and its activities (with state-contextual fiscal and monetary 
policy). Now, when economy and economic agency is operating in global (or 
glocal) context, social policy agency – concerned socio-political inclusion, be-
longing and security – is needed in global perspective, too. It is part of confirm-
ing global communication, co-operation, equality and the sense of shared world 
and humanity. 
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Appendixes 
Appendix 1: Periods of industrialization in Finland 
Period Years 
The period of pre-industrial production 1500–1809 
(/ca. to 1820) 
The period of early-industrial production 1809–1860 
(/ca. from 1820) 
1st period of industrialization 1860–1914 
2nd period of industrialization 1914–1944 
(/ca.1918–39) 
 
The period of industrialization in larger scale 1945  
References:  
Suomen taloushistoria. 1 Agraarinen Suomi  
Suomen taloushistoria. 2 Teollistuva Suomi 
[The economy history of Finland. 1 Agrarian Finland 
The economy history of Finland. 2 Industrializing Finland.] 
208
  
Appendix 2: Key legislative changes and social changes in the turn of the 20th 
century 
 
Year The act or the decree 
1852 The decree of legal protection [with paternalistic emphases] 
1856 Changes on legislation concerned commerce in countryside  
Changes on loaning regulations 
1857 The permission for steam-powered sawmill industry  
(“armollinen asetus höyryllä käypien sahalaitosten perustamisesta”)  
(see also 1861) 
1858 Repealing the prohibition of sawmills powered with steam 
New rule for the bill of exchange: changed the principles of money transfer and 
loan 
1860 Mark became the monetary unit of Finland 
1861 Changes for the rules of craft institution (already in the late of the 1850’s, the act 
into force 1861) 
The act to free the sawmill industry (see also 1857) 
The quota of timber-cuts removed 
1864 The law for Limited Liability Company 
The estate-based privileges of land ownership removed; the proviso of traverse 
concerned farms (homesteads) mitigated; the making of partition of farms and 
the parcel of farms allowed (see also 1895) 
1865 The decree of legal protection (wherein conceptual distinction drawn between 
vagrancy and legal protection) (see also 1883) 
Local government reform in countryside (see also 1873) 
1866 The decree of elementary school [kansakouluasetus] 
1868 The decree of livelihood -> the decommission of craft institution, see the acts and 
the decrees 1859, 1868 
Juridical distinction between staples and cities (towns) removed 
The rule of bankruptcy 
1873 Local government reform in cities (see also 1865) 
1879 The decree of poor relief 
The decree of trade (effective date 1/1880 -> allowed ”the almost perfect freedom 
of trade and occupation” (NB: occupations with special concession or permis-
sion, such pharmacy or printing house agency, stayed still as licensed trade) 
The liberation of moving 
1883 The decree of vagrancy, abrogating the system of legal protection also formally 
(see also 1865) 
1889 The decree of workers’ protection 
1895 The decree of partitioning of land -> The partition of farms (homesteads) almost 
completely liberated (see also 1864) 
-The act of occupational accident insurance 
References:  
Rasila 1982a; Rasila 1982b, 89, 91; Pulma 1994; Kettunen 1994; Soininen 1982, 29; Heikkinen & 
Hoffman 1982, 54; Soikkanen 1966, 73–479; Markkola 2002, 88; Blomster 2004, 15; Jaakkola 1993, 28; 
Jauho 2004.See also Jaakkola & Pulma & Satka & Urponen 1994, 357–359. 
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Appendix 3: Periods of the emergence of civil society in the context of Finland 
from the 18th century to the turn of the 20th century 
 
Main themes and the predominant ideas 
(original in Finnish) 
Years 
”Secret (clandestine) publicity” 
(”Salainen julkisuus”) 
1756–1790 
Commissioned publicity  
(Tilaajajulkisuus) 
1791–1808 
Organizations of transmission 
(Välitysorganisaatiot) 
1809–1830 
”Association” and the new patriotism 
(Uusi patriotismi, ”association”) 
1831–1860 
Organizing by the principles of the liberals 
(Liberaalien joukkojärjestäytymisen periaatteet) 
1861–1880 
The Fennomania and education 
(Fennomania ja sivistys) 
1881–1895 
The terms of working class 
(Työväenluokan ehdot) 
1896–1905 
Reference: Alapuro & Stenius 1989 
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Appendix 4: An interpretation of social policy – Conceptual and theoretical 
framework (by Urponen 1979) 
 
1.Idealist historical and societal view on social policy 
1.1 Social policy as the expression of psychological and ethical dynamics 
of power 
1.2 The value-based reasoning of social policy 
1.2.1Humanist value-based reasoning 
1.2.2 Universal value-based reasoning 
 
2.  The positive realistic societal interpretations of social policy 
2.1 The industrial way of producing as the basis of social policy 
2.2 Alienating effects of industrialized society as the starting point of 
social policy 
2.3 Ahistorical view: Social policy viewed as ahistorical part of public 
policy in societal context 
 
Reference:  
Urponen 1979, 57–212, 459 
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